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Abstract 
This study explores information management XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶ DQG WKHLU WHDFKHUV¶ 
perceptions of being Internet literate, of Internet literacy and their Internet-related 
practices, with the aim of identifying implications for information GHSDUWPHQWV¶ 
pedagogy and curriculum. In particular, it explores the extent to which popular digital 
native narratives surrounding students¶ use of the Internet, coincide with the 
outcomes of this study. 
Following a constructivist qualitative methodology, focus groups and interviews were 
conducted with a cohort of 24 undergraduates at the beginning and end of their 
Information Management studies. Interviews were also conducted with the 17 
academics who taught these undergraduates. The information collected was 
analysed using techniques developed from Naturalistic Inquiry and Constructivist 
Grounded Theory. This enabled the reconstruction of the multiple realities that exist 
within the school in relation to the VWXG\¶VDLPV 
Academics perceived that being Internet literate involved the development of a set 
of competencies, capabilities and qualities WKDWVSDQQHGWKHHQWLUHUDQJHRI%ORRP¶V
cognitive and affective taxonomy. They were critical RIVWXGHQWV¶DFDGHPLF-related 
Internet skills, particularly to find authoritative sources, but aligned themselves with 
WKHGLJLWDOQDWLYH UKHWRULFZKHQ WDONLQJDERXWVWXGHQWV¶QRQ-academic Internet use. 
This contrasted with undergraduates, who had an information searching centric 
perceptions of being Internet literate, both at the beginning and end of their studies, 
and were highly confident in the areas they associated with being Internet literate, 
including being able to find Internet sources. Furthermore, students felt they had 
µSLFNHG-XS¶ their Internet-related skills, as opposed to have been taught them. 
7KLV VWXG\ FRQFOXGHV WKDW XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶ Internet literacies, coupled with their 
perception of their own Internet-related abilities and how they became Internet 
literateDUHSRWHQWLDOO\DWRGGVZLWKDFDGHPLFV¶ understandings RIXQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶ 
Internet literacies and their role in facilitatLQJVWXGHQWV¶ Internet literacies. This study 
suggests that unless this divide is bridged, the effective development of 
undergraduateV¶ Internet literacies within many information schools and departments 
may be hindered.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
As an undergraduate teacher and coordinator, I frequently observe students who 
appear highly confident using the Internet, yet this apparent expertise does not 
always transfer to their performance in learning activities, coursework assignments 
or other university-related interactions. The undergraduates within my Information 
School go on to become information professionals, and it is likely their future 
colleagues and managers will also have high expectations about their Internet-
related abilities and experiences. It follows that my school has a responsibility to 
ensure its graduates are equipped to meet these challenges, not just as students 
and future employees, but as citizens and individuals. Hence, this research primarily 
seeks to illuminate an understanding of an area that will specifically benefit my own 
SFKRRO¶V undergraduates and potentially other information schools and departments. 
My school both educates for and researches information literacy and its academics 
are also pivotal in developing an understanding of this area. They facilitate activities 
WKDWGHYHORSVWXGHQWV¶,QWHUQHWOLWHUDFLHVE\DFWLQJXSRQWKHLUXQGHUVWDQGLQJVRIZKDW
it means to be Internet literate. For this reason, their views and understandings are 
central to this research and any future curriculum intervention that facilitates 
VWXGHQWV¶,QWHUQHWOLWHUDFLHV 
This thesis describes a research journey that begins with the initial inspiration for 
this research and the theoretical framework adopted: the undergraduates I teach, 
DQG6RQLD/LYLQJVWRQH¶VFRQFHSWLRQRI ,QWHUQHW OLWHUDF\ (Livingstone, 2008). Having 
fleshed out the purpose of this research and introduced the constructivist 
methodology used to achieve its aims, I then describe the research context in 
sufficient depth to allow the reader to vicariously experience the research 
undertaken. This research takes place amid increased interest in the digital abilities 
needed by students to be successful in their studies and various critiques of the 
µdigital native¶ narrative evident in popular media and government-related strategies 
and reports, in which \RXQJ SHRSOH DUH SRUWUD\HG DV KDYLQJ µQDWXUDO¶ DSWLWXGHV
towards new technologies. These, along with an illustrated framework for positioning 
the multitude of Internet literacies prevalent in the literature, are presented as a 
formative backdrop to the research undertaken. Before embarking on a description 
of research methods employed, I provide an overview of research design issues of 
relevance to this research, from the relativist, transactional and subjectivist 
constructivist viewpoint assumed, to the need to adopt a reflexive stance towards 
12 
 
the methods used and information gathered. The research focuses on one cohort of 
Information Management undergraduates and their teachers. The primary methods 
used to gather information from these participants included focus groups and 
interviews. Using methods developed from Grounded Theory, the information 
collected was analysed WR SURYLGH ULFK GHVFULSWLRQV RI XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶ DQG
DFDGHPLFV¶ ,QWHUQHW H[SHULHQFHV DQG SHUFHSWLRQV RI DQG SHGDJRJLHV IRU ,QWHUQHW
OLWHUDF\$PRGHOLVSUHVHQWHGWKDWHQFDSVXODWHVDFDGHPLFV¶SHUFHSWLRQVRI,QWHUQHW
literacy and takes centre-stage in the subsequent discussion of potential Internet 
pedagogical tensions and disparities that exist within my School. A set of proposals 
are developed to inform further pedagogical and curriculum discussions, aimed at 
ensuring our undergraduates have the Internet-related abilities and experiences to 
be successful during their Information Management degree studies, future 
employment and life-long learning. Finally, the research undertaken is evaluated 
against the original research aims and questions posed, and constructivist 
trustworthiness and authenticity criteria. 
1.1 Inspiration for the research 
As a University Teacher teaching Information Management to undergraduates within 
a Russell Group university, I work with students who have grown up with increasing 
levels of Internet access. These students are frequently portrayed in the media and 
literature as having a natural aptitude towards using new technologies, and the 
Internet in particular. Their early exposure supposedly endows them with skills that 
those older cannot emulate. Undoubtedly, the undergraduates today need less 
tuition in using Internet technologies than they did when I first started my university 
career back in 2004. For example, I spend less time teaching students how to 
navigate complex websites and I no longer teach students how to use a basic 
search engine. , DOVR QRWLFH GLIIHUHQFHV LQ VWXGHQWV¶ UHODWLRQVKLS ZLWK Internet 
technologies. For example, as I walk around my school and university, the most 
common application filling the VWXGHQWV¶FRPSXWHUscreens is not MSN Messenger, 
*RRJOHRUWKHOLEUDU\¶VFDWDORJXHEXW the social networking application Facebook. It 
is the first application many students start when they log on and the last one they 
close when they log off. However, my reflections suggest that overarching terms like 
Net Generation (Tapscott, 2009), Digital Natives (Prensky, 2001b; Prensky, 2001a; 
Prensky, 2009) and Millennials (Howe and Strauss, 2000; Oblinger and Oblinger, 
2005) fail to capture the nature of the difference and the diversity of behaviour I 
13 
 
observe. The following cases illustrate the variety of behaviour that led me to 
question the Internet savvy rhetoric: 
Case 1: After twenty minutes explaining and demonstrating recommended Google 
search techniques (see Google, 2011), I asked my first year Information 
Management undergraduates to find Web pages relevant to their Climate Change 
search topic. As I wandered around the computer laboratory, I glanced at one 
VWXGHQW¶V computer screen and noticed what he was typing into a standard Google 
search box: What are the factors that might cause Climate Change? Undoubtedly, 
this search would have retrieved some relevant web sites, but would also have 
excluded many more. Regardless, he had not incorporated the previously 
mentioned recommendations into his Google searching despite appearing to listen 
attentively. When I reminded him, he shrugged, quickly deleted some words and 
continued. I moved away not really convinced he understood. Why had this 
conscientious and attentive student apparently ignored my recommendations?  
Case 2: Three of our more engaged Information Management undergraduates had 
independently shown an interest in developing a school undergraduate society. All 
three students are avid uses of Facebook. One was particularly interested in 
developing and maintaining a Facebook online community, another had already 
arranged a departmental social event via Facebook and third saw the society as an 
extension of his Facebook social life. Despite their courses overlapping, they did not 
know each other. 7KH\ZHUHJLYHQHDFKRWKHUV¶QDPHVDQGI suggested they contact 
each other before attending a Student Union meeting devoted to setting-up a 
society. All three attended the meeting, but never spoke to each other. The society 
never started. Why was it that these three avid users of Facebook not use this 
communication tool to communicate with each other before attending the meeting? 
Case 3: One of my own Information Management first year courses aims to make 
students more familiar with Web page authoring. Rather than use third party drag-
and-drop applications to develop Web pages, a pedagogic decision was made to 
teach the very basics of HTML, the mark-up language of the Web. Students have 
repeatedly said that this was one of the most rewarding aspects of their first year 
and most achieve high grades, including those who have had no previous ICT 
tuition. However, the situation before 2006 was very different. The HTML 
laboratories were conducted during the first weeks of their studies and around ten 
students each year were requesting transfers to other degrees, claiming the HTML 
14 
 
was too difficult. The laboratories were postponed to later in the semester and now 
very few students request a transfer1. Why was it that students studying a degree 
related to the use and application of technologies and who are portrayed in the 
media as being comfortable with new technologies, perceive HTML to be so 
difficult?  
The cases cited above could be interpreted in numerous ways. For example, rather 
than adopting a didactic approach to the teaching of Google skills, maybe I should 
have adopted a more reflective approach (Case 1). Maybe the three students who 
wanted to form a school society had contacted each other via Facebook prior to the 
meeting, but failed to develop a rapport (Case 2). Maybe the students who wanted 
to withdraw from the degree because of the HTML had mistakenly thought their 
entire degree involved hard-core computing (Case 3). However, these are just three 
of many examples of non-Internet savvy behaviour that my colleagues and I could 
have cited. Overall, one begins to wonder, what is going on? Why do supposedly 
Internet savvy students sometimes appear inept at using the Internet, particularly for 
their studies? What experiences of the Internet are students bringing to their 
studies? What do students know or need to know to use the Internet for their studies 
and beyond? What pedagogies might usefully be employed to promote this 
knowledge? It was tentative questions like these that inspired the research 
described in this thesis.  
1.2 Theoretical framework 
The questions resonate with research conducted by Sonia Livingstone and her 
colleagues (Livingstone, 2003; Livingstone and Bober, 2003; Livingstone and Bober, 
2004; Livingstone et al., 2005; Livingstone, 2008)2. They LQYHVWLJDWHGFKLOGUHQ¶VDQG
\RXQJ SHRSOH¶V ,QWHUQHW-related behaviour, attitudes and abilities, along with the 
Internet views and practices of their parents. Their conclusions challenged popular 
proclamations that children and young people are Internet savvy and thus 
highlighted deficiencies within compulsory education. By positioning their research 
around behaviours and attitudes within different social contexts, they went beyond a 
QDUURZHYDOXDWLRQRIFKLOGUHQ¶VDQG\RXQJSHRSOH¶V,QWHUQHWVNLOOVSonia Livingstone 
                                               
1
 Undergraduates in our university are only allowed to transfer to another degree within the first three 
weeks of their studies 
2 For more details, please see Section 4.1 
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found it useful to conceptualise her young people studies within the theoretical 
framework of literacy, justifying this as follows: 
³«WKHZLGHVSUHDGVWUXJJOHDPRQJHGXFDWRUV«UHVHDUFKHUVDQGSROLF\
makers to conceptualize what it is (young) people µknow¶ or need to know 
when using the internet is usefully resolved by conceptualizing this 
knowledge in terms of literacy. This allows us to draw on, and learn from, 
a long intellectual history of debate over the nature of literacy (from print 
literacy to audiovisual and media literacies, information literacy, 
advertising literacy, cyberliteracy, games literacy, critical literacy, and 
PDQ\PRUH«´ 
(Livingstone, 2008:102) 
By conceptualising her Internet-related research in terms of literacy, she has 
expanded notions of reading, writing and text within the context of the Internet and 
thus enabled her to ³«  ZHDYH WRJHWKHU ... basic and advanced skills, linking 
individual skills with social practices and crossing the boundary between formal and 
LQIRUPDO OHDUQLQJ´ (Livingstone, 2008:102). By addressing the tentative questions 
raised in the previous section, this research continues where these Internet literacy 
inquiries end. The subjects of this research are older, but to what extent do their 
Internet literacies differ?  
This research was conceptualised within the broad theoretical framework of literacy, 
WKXV HQDEOLQJ XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶ DFDGHPLF DQG VRFLDO ,QWHUQHW-related practices and 
abilities3 to be considered within the context of their studies and life-long learning. In 
short: XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶,QWHUQHWOLWHUDFLHV 
1.3 Research Aims 
The research described in this thesis was conceived as extending pre-university 
Internet literacy studies into the university sector, in particular the research 
conducted by Sonia Livingstone and her colleagues. However, as a university 
teacher I am also interested in the impact P\ VFKRRO¶V Information Management 
curriculum and pedagogy has on underJUDGXDWHV¶ Internet literacies, their views 
about what it means to be Internet literate, and their views about the Internet 
literacy-related teaching they have experienced. Hence, this research aims to:  
                                               
3 7KHWHUPµDELOLWLHV¶LVXVHGLQWKLVWKHVLVWRHQFRPSDVVDOO%ORRP¶Vcognitive, affective and 
psychomotor categories (Bloom et al., 1956) 
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A1-20114: To explore undHUJUDGXDWHV¶ perceptions5 of being Internet literate, 
Internet literacy education and their Internet-related practices 
In addition to this more scholarly aim, the research has an action orientation, since 
the outcomes will inform my own teaching and the teaching that takes place in my 
school. This primarily relates to ensuring undergraduates are successful in their 
studies, but it is also to equip them with Internet-related abilities that may useful 
beyond their studies. It follows that this research aims: 
A2-2011: To develop pedagogical approaches to enable our undergraduates to 
become more Internet literate 
These will inform School discussions and strategy relaWHG WR XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶
Internet literacies. However, central to any departmental curriculum development is 
the perspective of those that teach students. Hence, this research also aims: 
A3-7RH[SORUHDFDGHPLFV¶perceptions RIXQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶ ,QWHUQHW literacies, 
what it means to be an Internet literate student and their views about Internet 
literacy education 
1.4 Delimitations 
Delimitations are restrictions that researchers impose prior to the inception of the 
study (Creswell, 2003). This research was delimited to a specific group of 
technologies and research design axioms, and a particular cohort of students and 
theoretical framework. These delimitations are expanded upon in the following 
paragraphs. 
This research primarily relates to technologies that are dependent on the Internet. It 
is not about digital technologies, which are a broader set of technologies subsuming 
Internet technologies6. Hence, this research is not DERXW XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶ PRELOH
                                               
4
 The nomenclature used identifies the type of item and, to help the reader understand the emergent 
aspects to the research design employed, the year the item was created i.e. [abbreviation for the type 
of item][item number]-[year the item was created] 
5 7KHWHUPµSHUFHSWLRQ¶KDVEHHQXVHGKHUHWRPHDQ³«WKHZD\LQZKLFKVRPHWKLQJLVUHJDUGHG
XQGHUVWRRGRULQWHUSUHWHG´2[IRUG8QLYHUVLW\3UHVV 
6
 Please read the Section 1 of the Appendices µTerminology¶for more details about the distinctions. 
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phone, portable media player or personal digital assistant (PDA) practices. Nor is 
WKLV UHVHDUFK DERXW KRZ VWXGHQWV¶ XVH DSSOLFDWLRQV OLNH 0LFURVRIW :RUG WKDW FDQ
effectively work without Internet access. However, this research does focus on 
XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶ DQG DFDGHPLFV¶ SUDFWLFHV UHODWHG WR the World Wide Web 
technologies like Google running in a Web browser requiring Internet access on 
demand and the virtual 3D world Second Life requiring continuous Internet access. 
One corollary of delimiting this research to Internet technologies as opposed to 
digital technologies is that the terms µ,QWHUQHW OLWHUDF\¶ DQG µ,QWHUQHW OLWHUDFLHV¶ DUH
SUHIHUUHGWR WKHWHUPV µGLJLWDO OLWHUDF\¶DQG µGLJLWDO OLWHUDFLHV¶Whilst the latter terms 
have been in the educational arena for more than a decade, their use has only 
recently become more widespread and common (see Section 5.3.2). In addition, 
these terms refer to a broader set of abilities and practices than would be implied by 
the use of tKHWHUPVµ,QWHUQHWOLWHUDF\¶DQGµ,QWHUQHWOLWHUDFLHV¶. 
The aims of this research stress the multiple viewpoints of its participants. This is 
consistent with a constructivist research design originally proposed by Lincoln and 
Guba in their seminal book entitled, µ1DWXUDOLVWLF,QTXLU\¶ (Lincoln and Guba, 1985). 
Explicit in this research design are five axioms that distinguish it from other forms of 
inquiry: ³5HDOLWLHV DUH PXOWLSOH FRQVWUXFWHG DQG KROLVWLF´; ³.QRZHU DQG Nnown are 
LQWHUDFWLYH DQG LQVHSDUDEOH´; ³2QO\ ZRUNLQJ K\SRWKHVHV DUH SRVVLEOH´; ³,W LV
LPSRVVLEOHWRGLVWLQJXLVKFDXVHVIURPHIIHFWV´; ³,QTXLU\LVYDOXHERXQG´ (Lincoln and 
Guba, 1985:37). The implications of adopting this research design and axioms are 
far reaching. These include the choice of qualitative methods in preference to 
quantitative methods, an emergent design as opposed to one that remains fixed 
from the beginning of the inquiry, the productLRQRIµWKHRU\¶WKDWLVJURXQGHGLQDQG
LQGXFHGIURPWKHµGDWD¶FROOHFWHGDVRSSRVHGWRWHVWLQJVRPH priori theory, and the 
production of research outcomes that are tentative rather than law-like 
generalisations. One corollary of the last axiom is that the goal of constructivist 
inquiry is to allow for transferability of the findings rather than wholesale 
generalisation of those findings. Hence, whilst this research focused on a particular 
cohort of Information Management undergraduates that studied at my Information 
School during 2008 and the academics who taught these undergraduates, the 
findings could be transferred to other cohorts and other university information 
departments if sufficient contextual similarities exist. For example, many information 
management and iSchool (see Section 2.4) university departments would satisfy this 
proviso.  
18 
 
As stated in Section 1.2, this thesis was conceptualised within the theoretical 
framework of literacy and primarily draws upon the literature at the intersection of 
literacy, the Internet and HE. However, I acknowledge that other disciplinary 
perspectives could have informed this research. For example, the discipline of 
information behaviour overlaps broader conceptions of information literacy that 
VWUHVV SHRSOH¶V LQIRUPDWLRQ-related (including Internet) practices, as well as their 
information-seeking abilities (for example, Johnston and Webber, 2003). Defined by 
Wilson (2000:49) as ³WKHWRWDOLW\RIEHKDYLRU LQUHODWLRQWRVRXUFHVDQGFKDQQHOVRI
LQIRUPDWLRQ«´, Bawden and Robinson (2009) claim information behaviour research 
EHWWHU DFFRXQWV IRU WKH FRPSOH[LW\ RI SHRSOH¶V LQIRUPDWLRQ-related behaviour. For 
example, drawing upon his own research, psychology and sociology, Wilson (1997) 
formulated a general model of information behaviour that extends the core stages of 
information seeking and retrieval common to many models of information literacy. It 
includes those factors that influence the formation of DSHUVRQ¶V LQIRUPDWLRQQHHG, 
an account of why people choose to select of reject certain information sources and 
the variables that might affect a person¶VPRWLYDWLRQWR persist in certain information 
seeking behaviour. This and other information behaviour models could offer a 
valuable alternative perspective to that of literacy, but due to time constraints were 
omitted from this research. 
1.5 Constructivist research design 
A constructivist research design is appropriate for a study that seeks to illuminate 
constructed meanings (understandings) within a specific context of social practice, 
and that also seeks to integrate a participatory, action-orientated dimension into the 
research process (Lincoln and Guba, 1985). The constructivist approach enables 
the identification of contextualised meaning from multiple points of view (Green, 
2000), with the goal of creating a joint, collaborative reconstruction from the multiple 
realities that exist (Guba and Lincoln, 1989b). Whilst Lincoln and Guba¶V (1985) 
seminal work µ1DWXUDOLVWLF ,QTXLU\¶ was inspiring and thought provoking, it failed to 
provide me with sufficient methodological guidance, particularly when analysing the 
information gathered. Grounded Theory, as originally proposed by Glaser and 
Strauss (1967), provides such methodological guidance and supports some tenants 
of constructivist inquiry; for example, ensuring any theory developed is grounded in 
the research data. However, Grounded Theory has its roots in the positivist research 
traditions with an objectivist view of knowledge (Charmaz, 2006), whereas 
constructivism has its roots firmly in the interpretive research traditions. Hence, at an 
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HSLVWHPRORJLFDO OHYHO DW OHDVW *ODVHU DQG 6WUDXVV¶V *URXQGHG 7heory (1967) and 
Lincoln and Guba¶V(1985) Naturalistic Inquiry are ultimately incompatible. However 
Charmaz (2006), a student of  Glaser and Strauss, proposes a research design that 
is consistent with the underlying research paradigm of constructivism and the 
rigorous methods promoted by Grounded Theory: Constructivist Grounded Theory. 
This methodological approach inspired the methods used in this inquiry, particularly 
in the analysis and treatment of data, but less so in the data gathering procedures 
employed. 
1.6 Emergent research design 
The research described in this thesis was conceived in 2008. Since then, my 
understanding of research and Internet literacies has evolved; Literature that was 
relatively recent in 2008 now seems dated; Internet technologies that were 
innovative in 2008 now seem old hat; P\ XQGHUVWDQGLQJ RI VWXGHQWV¶ ,QWHUQHW
literacies in 2008 feels naïve in 2011. These reflections about the longitudinal 
implications of research are commensurate with a emergent research design since 
³LW LV LQFRQFHLYDEOH WKDW HQRXJK FRXOG EH NQRZQ DKHDG RI WLPH DERXW WKH PDQ\
PXOWLSOHUHDOLWLHVWRGHYLVHWKHGHVLJQDGHTXDWHO\´ and because the researcher and 
those being researched ³LQWHUDFWLQXQSUHGLFWDEOHZD\VWRLQIOXHQFHWKHRXWFRPH´ of 
the study (Lincoln and Guba, 1985:41). An emergent research design does not 
negate the constructivist UHVHDUFKHUV¶ UHVSRQVLELOLWLHV WR SODQ or become lax at 
maintaining focus. However, an emergent design does allow constructivist 
researchers to respond to their own reflections, thoughts about reflexivity and the 
µGDWD¶ FROOHFWHG Research methods are chosen and configured on the latest 
WHQWDWLYH µWKHRULHV¶ RU µZRUNLQJ K\SRWKHVHV¶ (Lincoln and Guba, 1985), but may 
evolve or become more refined as the research moves forward. This thesis 
describes the research process that took place and the outcomes of this journey. 
The emergent aspects of how the research design became finalised is evident at 
various points in the thesis. Within its linear and sanitised structure the principal 
research design iterations and parallel research-related processes are indicated. For 
clarity and brevity, many of the less significant complexities have been obscured 
from the reader. However, its evolving nature begins with the original 2008 research 
aim that directed the first stage of the research undertaken: 
20 
 
A1-2008: To explore undergraduateV¶ DQG WKHLU DFDGHPLFV¶ SHUFHSWLRns of being 
µ,QWHUQHWOLWHUDWH¶ 
In hindsight, this aim was narrowly conceived, omitting the broader intentions of the 
research conducted and any implicit rationale. The previously stated aims A1-2011 
and A2-2011 better encapsulate the intention of this research and subsume (as 
opposed to replace) aim A1-2008.  
After reviewing the literature available in 2008, a tentative cognitive-orientated 
definition of being Internet literate was created: 
The capability to capitalise on the various affordances offered by both current and 
future Internet enabled technologies 
This definition guided my initial research design, my initial research questions and 
the questions asked during the first phase of focus groups and interviews. The initial 
research questions related to undergraduates were: 
RQ1-2008: :KDWDUHXQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶FRQFHSWLRQVRI WKH ,QWHUQHWDQGH[SHULHQFHV
of Internet-related technologies? 
RQ2-2008: To what extent do undergraduates value the Internet and Internet-
related technologies?  
RQ3-2008: What are XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶ perceptions of being Internet literate? 
RQ4-2008: To what extent do undergraduates perceive themselves as Internet 
literate?  
RQ5-2008: How do undergraduates perceive they have become Internet literate 
prior to starting their university studies? 
RQ6-2008: How do undergraduates perceive the value of their pre-university 
teaching?  
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Secondly, from the perspective of their teachers (academics): 
RQ7-2008: To what extent do academics value the Internet and Internet-related 
technologies? 
RQ8-2008: To what extent do academics perceive themselves as Internet literate? 
RQ9-2008: What are DFDGHPLFV¶ SHUFHSWLRQV RI XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶ ,QWHUQHW
experiences? 
RQ10-2008: To what extent do academics perceive their students are, or have to 
be, Internet literate? 
RQ11-2008: What are DFDGHPLFV¶ perceptions of, and pedagogies for, Internet 
literacy? 
RQ12-2008: Whose role do academics feel it is to facilitate Internet literate 
students? 
A corollary of resHDUFKLQJ WKHVH DFDGHPLFV¶ DQG XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶ SHUFHSWLRQV RI
being Internet literate is that hitherto unrecognised parities and disparities in their 
perceptions and experiences may be exposed. Hence, a further research question 
was posed: 
RQ13-2008: What [dis]parities exist between XQGHUJUDGXDWH¶ DQG DFDGHPLFV¶
perceptions of Internet literacy? 
7KHDERYHUHVHDUFKTXHVWLRQVVWUHVVXQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶DQGDFDGHPLFV¶ perceptions 
as opposed to overt observations or their Internet behaviour, since it has long been 
recognised that perceptions have an important affect on human behaviour (James, 
1890) and more recent research has emphasised this relationship (Deci and Ryan, 
2000). In addition, having previously researched primary and secondary school 
WHDFKHU¶V SHUFHSWLRQV RI ,QWHUQHW OLWHUDF\ (unpublished) and having reviewed 
literature related to formal education and Internet literacy, including Sonia 
/LYLQJVWRQH¶V earlier Children Go Online studies, the research questions stress 
undergraduateV¶ perceptions at the transition from their [mostly] school-based 
education to their new university studies. Hence, the research proposed in 2008 
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focused on my school¶V Level 17 undergraduates and their teachers. However in 
2010, after conducting a final literature review for this thesis (see Chapters 3, 4 and 
5) it became apparent that my previous understanding of Internet literacy had 
omitted a significant dimension. Hence, in Chapter 5 a broader definition of Internet 
literacy that encompasses both cognitive and practice dimensions:  
The abilities a person or social group draws upon when interacting with Internet 
technologies to derive or produce meaning, and the social, learning and work-
related practices that these abilities are applied to. 
Furthermore, the more recent reviews of the literature revealed popular media and 
Government Internet-related reports and strategies frequently portraying students as 
digital natives and their teachers as digital immigrants. This combined with a 
realisation that this research had the SRWHQWLDO WRH[SORUHXQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶ ,QWHUQHW
literacies towards the end of their studies, led to the development of six more 
research questions: 
RQ1-2011: To what extent are WKH,QIRUPDWLRQ6FKRRO¶Vundergraduates demanding, 
critical and sophisticated users of the Internet technologies, seamlessly integrating 
them into their lives? 
RQ2-2011: To what extent do WKH ,QIRUPDWLRQ 6FKRRO¶V undergraduates demand 
Internet technologies and pedagogies in their studies? 
RQ3-2011: To what extent do the Information SFKRRO¶V undergraduates perceive 
their university studies have developed their Internet literacies? 
RQ4-2011: To what extent do the Information School XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶ ,QWHUQHW
literacies, and perceptions of being Internet literate, evolve through their Information 
Management studies? 
RQ5-2011:  To what extent is the digital native-immigrant rhetoric prevalent amongst 
Information 6FKRRO¶Vacademics and undergraduates? 
RQ6-2011: To what extent do the findings from pre-university Internet literacy 
studies coincide with the findings from this research? 
                                               
7
 7\SLFDOO\XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶ILUVW\HDURIVWXG\ is Level 1, second year Level 2 and third year Level 3 
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1.7 Research methods 
Whilst constructivist inquiry accommodates all data research methods, the principal 
data collection method is the research interview (Lincoln and Guba, 1985). Before 
summarising the research methods I employed in this study, my use of more 
constructivist terminology needs to be clarified. For example, I have preferred to use 
the term µLQIRUPDWLRQ¶ than the term µGDWD¶ since the latter has positivist, objectivist 
connotations (Charmaz, 2006) whereas the former implies more than data or facts, 
and in the case of humans, leads to the ³LQWHOOLJHQWDFTXLVLWLRQRIXQGHUVWDQGLQJDQG
ZLVGRP´ (Kaye, 1995) and encompasses ³DOORIWKHLQWDQJLEOHEXWUHDOUHVRXUFHVZH
FUHDWH DQG XVH DV ZH LQWHUDFW ZLWK WKH ZRUOG DURXQG XV´ (Whitworth, 2009:3)8. 
Furthermore, to avoid more objectivist, positivist connotations of term µLQWHUYLHZ¶, I 
have followed Levy¶V (2002) lead and used term µresearch FRQYHUVDWLRQ¶. Levy 
coined the term to highlight the constructivist nature of the social interactions that 
took place during her study, and how they resembled a µUHDO¶ conversational 
exchange than a classic research interview. 
To achieve the research aims and explore the research questions, a series of focus 
groups and research conversations was held with a cohort of 24 first year BSc 
Information Management students near the very beginning and end of their studies, 
and a separate series of research conversations with the 17 academics who taught 
them. The information collected was analysed using techniques developed from 
&KDUPD]¶V&RQVWUXFWLYLVW*URXQGHG7KHRU\ZKLFK LQ WXUQGUDZVXSRQWKH LGHDVRI
Glaser (1978) and Lincoln and Guba (1985). Participants had opportunities to reflect 
and comment upon their respective analysis before the two analyses were 
compared to illuminate any parities and disparities. At various stages in the study, I 
held extended dialogues with a few colleagues to discuss my tentative findings and 
conclusions.  
1.8 Research rationale 
The rationale for conducting this research remains the same as it was in 2008, 
although subsequent reviews of the literature, my developing understanding of 
Internet literacies and interactions with both students and academics, have refined 
                                               
8
 ,WHQGHGWRXVHWKHWHUPµLQIRUPDWLRQ¶LQWKHFRQWH[WRIP\RZQFRQVWUXFWLYLVWUHVHDUFKDQGWKHWHUP
µGDWD¶ZKHQUHIHUULQJWRRWKHUUHVHDUFKRUWKHUHVHDUFKGHVLJQOLWHUDWXUHVLQFHWKLVLVIUHTXHQWO\WKH
term used there) 
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and further focussed the study. In addition to a genuine desire to understand the 
Internet literacies of the undergraduates in my school, there were scholarly and 
other action-RULHQWDWHG UDWLRQDOHV IRU FRQGXFWLQJ UHVHDUFK LQWR XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶
Internet-related practices and views. These are expanded upon in the following 
paragraphs and refined in the following chapters, but in essence relate to deficits in 
WKH UHVHDUFK WKDW KDVEHHQFRQGXFWHG LQWRXQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶ ,QWHUQHW OLWHUDFLHVDQG
the need to inform decisions with my school regarding KRZXQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶,QWHUQHW
literacies might be developed. 
At a national level, various developments have brought Internet-related literacies to 
the forefront of the HE agenda. These are elaborated later, but suffice to say that 
various Government, HEFCE and JISC reports, strategies and reviews have 
stressed that HE has an important role in developing a labour force that can 
capitalise on recent technological developments, prioritising digital technologies 
including the Internet. Within the University, one outcome has been the inclusion of 
information literacy and ICT skills in its list of graduate attributes. These describe the 
transferable knowledge, skills and qualities that our students are meant to 
demonstrate when they graduate. Each University department or school interprets 
the University¶VJUDGXDWHDWWULEXWHVDFFRUGLQJWRWKHLURZQSULRULWLHVDQGGLVFLSOLQDU\
perspectives. Being an information school, these two graduate attributes are central 
to our Learning, Teaching and Assessment Strategy, and given that the Internet has 
arguably transformed what it means to be information literate and is integral to many 
ICT packages, the promotion of Internet literacies within my school are paramount. 
Furthermore, the undergraduates in my school are studying Information 
Management, a discipline perceived by employers as closely related to the Internet 
technologies9 and a discipline that has arguably become more relevant in an 
information society (Webster, 2002). As such, employers expect our undergraduates 
to be particularly Internet literate and undergraduates might expect Internet literacies 
to be an aspect of their degree.  
Within the University and Information School there is no overall rationale or strategy 
for the inclusion of Internet literacies per se within the undergraduate experience. 
What might be identified as Internet literacies are developed within the specific 
teaching courses that students study and are implicit in my schoolV¶ Learning, 
                                               
9 Anecdotal comments made by the GHSDUWPHQW¶VSDQHORILQIRUPDWLRQ-related employers and experts 
(2008) 
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Teaching and Assessment Strategy, but no framework exists to ensure continuity 
and progression between specific courses, and ultimately no overall agreement 
about what it means to be an Internet literate Information Management graduate. 
This research will inform School discussions about the Information Management 
GHJUHHDQGWRHQVXUHLWVFXUULFXOXPDQGSHGDJRJ\DUHDOLJQHGWRVWXGHQWV¶,QWHUQHW
literacies. 
Given the lack of any framework or policy to support undergraduates develop their 
Internet literacies I looked towards the literature and research. Within the 
educational-UHODWHG OLWHUDWXUH WKHUH LV DQ RQJRLQJ GHEDWH DERXW XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶
Internet literacies, what it means to be literate in a digital age and whether younger 
people are predisposed to being more Internet literate. This is expanded upon in 
later chapters, but predominantly draws upon anecdotal comments and research 
LQWR XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶ ,QWHUQHW XVH (for example, Hardy et al., 2009; Smith et al., 
2009; Jones and Czerniewicz, 2010) rather than substantive research into 
XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶,QWHUQHWOLWHUDFLHVWKHLUNQRZOHGJHVNLOOVPRWLYDWLRQVDWWLWXGHVDQG
practices. As a consequence, guidance relating to the knowledge and skills that 
undergraduates need to acquire to be successful in their studies, in future 
employment or for life-long learning is lacking, as are any suggestions about what 
pedagogies might be effective in developing their Internet literacies. Conspicuously, 
the research that has been conducted has tended to exclude those that teach 
undergraduates, despite their direct involvement in ensuring an Internet-able labour 
force: the academics in university departments. No research has been conducted 
about their perceptions of being Internet literate, their understanding of 
XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶SUDFWLFHVDQGWKHWHQVLRQVDQGKDUPRQLHVWKDWH[LVWEHWZHHQWKHLU
perspective and those held by the undergraduates they teach. Furthermore, 
academics in my school are national and international leaders in information-related 
research. Their views are of particular relevance to gaining a broader understanding 
of what it means to be Internet literate, one that extends the action-orientated aims 
of this research. 
,W IROORZV WKDW WKH VFKRODUO\ UDWLRQDOH IRU FRQGXFWLQJ D VWXG\ RI XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶
Internet literacies relates to the lack of research in this area and the absence of 
research that considers the perspective of those that teach undergraduates. In 
short, there is a scholarly rationale for extending pre-university Internet literacy 
studies into the university sector. This will inform the broader debate taking place 
within educational literature related to what it means to be literate in a digital age. 
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The action-orientated rationale for conducting a study of XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶ ,QWHUQHW
literacies relates to a need to improve the educational experience of the students I 
teach and help ensure our undergraduates satisfy national, university and future 
employer expectations in relation to their Internet literacies.  
1.9 Objectives 
The original objectives for conducting this research specify the tangible and 
verifiable research outcomes. They were: 
O1-2008: Develop theoretical models and/or typologies that describe and explain 
the findings, and reflect upon the multiple perspectives held by students, academics 
and the literature 
O2-2008: Identify curriculum and pedagogical implications for my school 
O3-2008: Develop frameworks that could be used by my school to develop or 
evaluate the Internet literacy aspects of the undergraduate curriculum 
The objectives were not added to or modified during the process of conducting this 
research. 
1.10 Research purpose 
Creswell states that ³WKHSXUSRVHVWDWHPHQW LV WKHPRVW LPSRUWDQWVWDWHPHQW LQDQ
HQWLUHVWXG\´ since ³,WRULHQWVWKHUHDGHUWRWKHFHQWUDOLQWHQWRIWKHVWXG\DQGIURPLW
DOORWKHUDVSHFWVRIWKHUHVHDUFKIROORZ´ (Creswell, 2003:87). The purpose statement 
for this research is thus: 
The purpose of this constructivist study is to explore undHUJUDGXDWHV¶ DQG their 
WHDFKHUV¶ perceptions of Internet literacy, being Internet literate and their Internet-
related practices 7KH WHUP µ,QWHUQHW OLWHUDFLHV¶ is used throughout this thesis to 
encapsulate what students know, or need to know, to use the Internet for their 
studies, life-long learning and beyond. It includes their Internet-related abilities, 
practices and experiences, and is influenced by those that educate them. The 
outcomes of this study will inform my school¶VLearning, Teaching and Assessment 
Strategy, and contribute to the broader debate around undergraduateV¶ Internet 
literacies.  
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Chapter 2: Research context 
To contextualise this research and enable the reader to judge the extent to which 
the research findings transfer to their own situation, it is necessary to position this 
research within the context of national developments that have brought the 
educational use of the Internet to the forefront of the HE agenda and also highlight 
salient features of the University and School in which I teach. The latter will include 
the strategies that inform learning and teaching, the iSchools network of universities 
that my school is a member of, the undergraduate degrees offered in my school and 
the undergraduates that took part in the research. In addition, within a constructivist 
research design, my own background, my role in teaching Internet literacies and my 
relationship with those taking part in the research cannot be partitioned from what I 
am researching (Lincoln and Guba, 1985). Hence, these are also disclosed within 
this section to facilitate a more reflexive approach towards developing research 
outcomes. In addition, this section will tease out additional research questions and 
rationales for conducting the more action-orientated aspects of the research 
presented in this thesis.  
2.1 Higher Education 
 ³2QO\D'LJLWDO%ULWDLQFDQXQORFNWKH LPDJLQDWLRQDQGFUHDWLYLW\ WKDWZLOO
secure for us and our children the highly skilled jobs of the future. Only a 
Digital Britain will secure the wonders of an information revolution that 
could transform every part of our lives. Only a Digital Britain will enable 
us to demonstrate the vision and dynamism that we have to shape the 
IXWXUH´ 
(Rt. Hon Gordon Brown, 2009 in BIS & DCMS, 2009:6). 
This quote headlines the µ'LJLWDO%ULWDLQ¶ (BIS & DCMS, 2009) Government strategy 
to ensure that the UK (England, Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland) is at the 
leading edge of the global digital economy. It cites the role of HE in developing a 
labour force that can capitalise on recent technological developments, prioritising 
digital technologies including the Internet. Similar motivations are central to various 
other recent Government and quango strategy reports relating to Internet-enabled 
computers. Paraphrasing, they all address a perceived ensuing information 
revolution resulting from living in a digital age. This necessitates that all individuals, 
education institutions, businesses and organisations reflect upon their current 
position and promptly take any necessary action, else risk being left behind and 
vulnerable. Whether society is experiencing a revolution due to advances in digital 
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technologies or whether the changes are more evolutionary and less determined by 
the technologies available is beyond the scope of this review, but comprehensively 
discussed elsewhere (for example, Dutton, 1999; Webster, 2002). Regardless, 
Government-related strategies and policies have an impact upon HE strategies 
relating to the use of Internet for learning and teaching (Goodfellow et al., 2008).  
The role of HE in achieving the aims stated in the Digital Britain report is articulated 
YLD WKH *RYHUQPHQW¶V +( IUDPHZRUN HQWLWOHG µ+LJKHU $PELWLRQV¶ (BIS, 2009). It 
stresses how HE in conjunction with external partners can make the UK ³ZRUOG
leaders in the growing market in transnational education based on e-OHDUQLQJ´ (BIS, 
2009:92). Whilst thHHPSKDVLV LVRQ µH-learning¶ which it stresses is not ³GLVWDQFH
OHDUQLQJ´, it also implies the promotion of Internet literate students when it stresses 
that students should leave HE with ³FRPSHWHQW PDVWHU\´ of ³FRPPXQLFDWLRQV
WHFKQRORJLHV´ to enable them to access digital ³LQIRUPDWLRQ DQG FRQWHQW´  (BIS, 
2009:78). JISC, who have joint responsibility with the HEA for taking forward 
HEFCE's e-learning strategy (JISC, 2006), articulates its digital intentions via three 
yearly strategy documents informed by consultation and its own studies. Like Higher 
Ambitions, these documents have tended to stress the economic gains resulting 
from the appropriate online technologies due to their perceived efficiency and their 
potential to produce higher satisfaction levels from an increasingly demanding 
student population (for example, JISC, 2006; JISC, 2009c). Whilst stating that 
learning and pedagogy should not be determined by technology, JISC still defines 
³(IIHFWLYHSUDFWLFH«LQDGLJLWDODJH[as including] WKHDELOLW\WR«LQYROYHWKHXVHRI
technology as part of a learning session or programme´(JISC, 2009a:8). Hence, HE 
IDFHVSUHVVXUH IURP WKH*RYHUQPHQW¶V UHFHQW IUDPHZRUN IRU+(DQGYDULRXV-,6&
strategies to increase its use of digital technologies for teaching and learning, 
particularly in the area of e-learning. 
The importance attached to promoting e-learning opportunities and ensuring digitally 
able graduates is matched by the funding provided to HE to support and maintain 
VXFK GHYHORSPHQWV +()&(¶V Strategy for e-Learning (2005a) has arguably been 
the most influential (Goodfellow et al., 2008), being supported by £33 million of block 
grants (HEFCE, 2005b) $GGUHVVLQJ 'I(6¶V e-Learning Strategy (2005) and 
believing the link between technology and enhancement of learning and teaching 
was well established, +()&(¶V Strategy for e-Learning funded investments in e-
learning technologies and course development over ten years (HEFCE, 2005). 
However, it now appears that HEFCE may have overestimated the effects that this 
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funding would have on the enhancement of learning and teaching. As JISC later 
stated, ³Whe relationship between pedagogy and technology is not as simple as it first 
DSSHDUV´ (JISC, 2009a:6). As a result of a series of predominantly negative reviews 
and research relating to the impact of HEFCE block grants on changing HE digitally-
related pedagogy (for example, Leitch, 2006; Browne et al., 2008; JISC, 2008) 
HEFCE published its revised e-learning strategy that moved away from capital 
investments in learning technologies towards engaging academics in the 
opportunities digital technologies afford (HEFCE, 2009). In relation to this research, 
whilst there has been considerable investment in developing the technical 
LQIUDVWUXFWXUH WR VXSSRUW +( VWXGHQWV¶ RQOLQH OHDUQLQJ XQLYHUVLW\ ,QWHUQHW-related 
pedagogies are perceived to be lagging behind. 
Along with the economic rationale driving the e-learning pedagogy of Higher 
Ambitions is a rationale that those entering HE have qualitative different 
expectations than their predecessors. It is claimed that a ³GLJLWDOO\ VHOI-confident 
JHQHUDWLRQRIVFKRRO OHDYHUV´ are entering HE who are critical consumers of online 
learning. As such, they will bring about ³WKHPRVWSRZHUIXOIRUFHIRUFKDQJHRYHUWKH
QH[W GHFDGH´ (BIS, 2009:79) and will opt for HE courses that meet their high 
expectations. JISC has joint responsibility with the HEA for taking forward 
Government-related digital strategies. It articulates its intentions via three yearly 
strategy documents informed by consultation and its own studies. As with Higher 
Ambitions, students have been portrayed as being qualitatively different than those 
who studied before the µdigital age¶ In the latest JISC Strategy (JISC, 2009c) and 
various JISC-funded studies (for example, Conole et al., 2006; Browne et al., 2010), 
students are portrayed as being both demanding and sophisticated users of online 
technologies seamlessly integrating them into their complex lives. However, the 
2010-12 JISC 6WUDWHJ\DOVRFODLPVWRKDYHQRWDQWLFLSDWHGVWXGHQWV¶FXUUHQWXVHRI
social networking tools to support their learning, having assumed students would 
migrate to institutionally supported software for all their learning-related needs. One 
consequence is an increased interest in teaching students how to effectively use 
digital technologies. JISC has recently funded two digital literacies projects (JISC, 
2009d; JISC, 2011c) and have run a series of related workshops as part of its e-
Learning Programme (JISC, 2011b). Hence, whilst e-learning still has a high priority 
ZLWKLQ QDWLRQDO VWUDWHJLHV WKHUH LV DQ LQFUHDVLQJ LQWHUHVW LQ IDFLOLWDWLQJ VWXGHQWV¶
GLJLWDO OLWHUDFLHV7DNLQJWKHOHDGRI WKH(XURSHDQ8QLRQ-,6&¶V'HYHORSLQJ'LJLWDO
Literacies programme defines digital literacies as ³WKose capabilities which fit an 
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LQGLYLGXDO IRU OLYLQJ OHDUQLQJDQGZRUNLQJLQDGLJLWDOVRFLHW\´ (JISC, 2011a). Whilst 
WKH HPSKDVLV LV RQ µGLJLWDO¶ WKH //L'$ DQG 6/L'$ SURMHFWV (JISC, 2009d; JISC, 
2011c) use of the term prioritises the Internet. 
To summarise, various national reports and strategies have stressed the role of HE 
in developing a labour force that can capitalise on recent digital and Internet 
developments. These tend to perceive HE students as confident and increasingly 
critical and savvy digital and Internet users, prioritising digital infrastructures and 
institutionally supported e-learning. However, JISC now suggest these previous 
SULRULWLHV QHHG WR EH UHYLVHG LQ WKH OLJKW RI VWXGHQWV¶ FXUUHQt use of Internet 
technologies including social networking applications. One consequence is 
increasing interest in digital literacies, a concept that embraces the Internet. 
University departments are encouraged to consider the implications of Internet 
techQRORJLHVIRUXQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶OHDUQLQJWHDFKLQJDQGDVVHVVPHQW 
2.2 University 
My university is one of the original µred brick¶ universities10 and a member of the 
Russell Group of research intensive universities. The majority of its undergraduates 
are from the UK, but there are also a significant number of international students 
from a wide range of countries, primarily China and India. Like many of its 
immediate competitors, it claims to be a top university of its kind, with endorsement 
from many prestigious university guides and rankings and a portfolio of household 
names as research partners and clients. My university has a goal to be recognised 
worldwide for excellence in its research-led teaching and learning. Existing 
excellence led to HEFCE awarding the University a Centre for Excellence in 
Teaching and Learning (CETL) for inquiry-based learning (IBL) that initially focussed 
LWV LQLWLDWLYHV ZLWKLQ WKH 8QLYHUVLW\¶V 6RFLDO 6FLHQFH )DFXOW\ EXW ODWHU WR RWKHU
Faculties. IBL, in all its various forms and with information literacy at its core, is now 
HPEHGGHG ZLWKLQ PRVW XQLYHUVLW\ GHSDUWPHQWV¶ SHGDJRJLHV LQFOXGLQJ WKH
Information School. 
  
                                               
10
 µ5HGEULFN¶is an informal term referring to the six most established universities that were founded in 
the major industrial English cities in the late 19th century or very early 20th century as civic science 
and/or engineering colleges 
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2.3 Information School 
My school was founded in 1963 as a postgraduate school of librarianship, but later 
broadened its research and teaching interests to include other information-related 
areas and an undergraduate population respectively. It is currently within the 
University¶V Social Science Faculty and is considered one of the University¶V WRS
research departments, as judged by its record in the national Research Assessment 
Exercise (RAE). Within its subject area, my school is perceived highly both 
nationally and internationally. For example, my school has consistently ranks near 
top of several national and international independent university guides, and its 
academics have obtained numerous best paper and society awards, with many 
academics on prestigious journal editorial boards in the areas of librarianship, 
information science, information retrieval, health-informatics and chemo-informatics. 
Of relevance to this research, my school has a strong reputation as a leader in 
information literacy research and teaching. 
2.4 iSchools network of universities 
In 2010, the Information School became the first in the UK to join the iSchools11 
international network of library and information science university departments 
based mainly in North America. Becoming an iSchool was seen as a natural step for 
the School whose research and teaching activities had become closely aligned to 
iSchool ethos. This is described as follows: 
³The iSchools are interested in the relationship between information, 
people and technology. This is characterized by a commitment to 
learning and understanding the role of information in human endeavours. 
The iSchools take it as given that expertise in all forms of information is 
required for progress in science, business, education, and culture. This 
expertise must include understanding of the uses and users of 
information, as well as information techQRORJLHVDQGWKHLUDSSOLFDWLRQV´ 
(iSchools, 2011) 
Although the social and IT skills aspects of Internet literacies arguably sit well within 
this ethos, other than my own research, Internet literacies research is not 
represented within the iSchools movement per se. Syracuse University¶V
Department of Information Studies does have a small Center for Digital Literacy 
investigating ³WKHLPSDFWRILQIRUPDWLRQWHFKQRORJ\DQGPHGLDOLWHUDFLHVRQFKLOGUHQ
                                               
11
 http://www.ischools.org [Accessed 12 August 2011] 
32 
 
and adults ... in today's technology-LQWHQVLYHVRFLHW\´ (Syracuse University, 2011), 
but projects up to now have focussed on information literacy within schools and 
digital technologies to teach reading. Hence, there was no potential to draw upon 
the expertise and support of the iSchools network of universities, although an 
understanding of the iSchools network does help illuminate my own school¶VPLVVLRQ
and influence the research outcomes. 
2.5 Learning and teaching strategies 
7KH 8QLYHUVLW\¶V /HDUQLQJ DQG 7HDFKLQJ 6trategy is encapsulated in its list of 
µJUDGXDWH DWWULEXWHV¶ D OLVW RI WUDQVIHUDEOH NQRZOHGJH VNLOOV DQG TXDOLWLHV WKDW RXU
students are meant to demonstrate when they graduate. At a national level, various 
devHORSPHQWV KDYH EURXJKW VWXGHQWV¶ ,QWHUQHW DELOLWLHV WR WKH IRUHIURQW RI WKH +(
agenda (see Section 2.1). Within the University, one outcome has been the 
inclusion of information literacy and ICT skills in its list of graduate attributes. 
Each university department or school interprets the University¶VJUDGXDWHDWWULEXWHV
according to their own priorities and disciplinary perspectives. Being an information 
school, information literacy and ICT skills are central to our Learning, Teaching and 
Assessment Strategy, and pedagogies related to promoting Internet abilities are 
³DEVROXWHO\FRUHWRZKDWZHVKRXOGEHGRLQJ´12. Information literacy is embedded in 
many of the undergraduate modules and at Level 1 information literacy is a module 
that all undergraduates study. Indeed, my school was influential in ensuring 
information OLWHUDF\¶V KLJK SURILOH LQ WKH 8QLYHUVLW\¶V /HDUQLQJ 7HDFKLQJ DQG
Assessment Strategy and in its ongoing promotion via one of the UQLYHUVLW\¶V
CETLs. The development of IT literacy is also highlighted in my school¶V/HDUQLQJ
Teaching and Assessment Strategy. Again, recognising that the teaching of IT skills 
was already embedded in many of its specific courses, the emphasis was on 
providing more opportunities to integrate IT into learning and teaching activities, 
particularly the use of Web 2.0, and on implementing electronic submission and 
module evaluation procedures. 
Although strategies for developing information and IT literacy have been developed 
within my school, these have subsumed a strategy or rationale for the development 
of Internet literacies. No university or school framework exists to ensure their 
continuity and progression per se, and ultimately no overall agreement about the 
                                               
12 Comment made during an interview with the Head of School in November, 2008 
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extent that my school needs to develop Internet literate Information Management 
graduates. Nonetheless, Internet technologies and the development of Internet 
abilities are an aspect of many modules that undergraduates study. For example, in 
WKHPRGXOH HQWLWOHG µ'HVLJQLQJ 8VDEOH:HEVLWHV¶ VWXGHQWV DQDO\VH redesign and 
implement a commercial website. 
2.6 The undergraduate degrees 
My school offers three full-time undergraduate degrees; a BSc Information 
Management degree, where students primarily study teaching modules coordinated 
by within my school, and two dual degrees where students study Information 
Management in my school, and either Business Management or Accounting and 
Financial Management within another school. All three degrees have three Levels of 
study and offer limited opportunities to study teaching modules in other departments 
and schools. 7KH6FKRRO¶V%6F ,QIRUPDWLRQ0DQDJHPHQWGHJUHHKDV VWUXJJOHG WR
meet the University new student quota since its conception, whereas there has 
traditionally been strong interest in the School¶V WZR GXDO GHJUHHV However, 
anecdotal evidence suggests that BA dual degree students choose their degree 
primarily because of Business Management or Accounting and Financial 
Management component, rather than the Information Management component.  
2.7 Information Management 
InfRUPDWLRQ 0DQDJHPHQW LV QRW D VXEMHFW VWXGLHG DW µ$¶ /HYHO and new students 
usually have ill-conceived ideas about what they will studying. Unless they know 
someone who is in an information management-related role, they tend to perceive it 
as equivalent to ICT or business management. This is maybe not surprising since 
P\VFKRRO¶V marketing material focuses on the consequences of good information 
management and the attributes of an information manager and as opposed to 
definitions and descriptions of information management. For example, our 
undergraduate brochure (2009) states: 
³,Q DQ LQIRUPDWLRQ VRFLHW\ HIIHFWLYH LQIRUPDWLRQ PDQDJHPHQW LV YLWDO WR
economic development. The rapid pace of technological change, the 
globalisation of markets and turbulent business environments mean that 
organisations in all sectors are looking for people who can help them 
develop and manage their information systems ... These people are 
known as information managers. Information managers command a 
powerful mix of people skills, systems knowhow and management 
WHFKQLTXHV´ 
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To compound matters, Information Management is a contested discipline in the 
sense that no single definition or approach dominates (Oliver, 2010), although most 
definitions and descriptions of Information Management stress that it is about 
managing information, not managing information technologies per se. In the context 
of this thesis, Jennifer Rowley¶V Framework for Information Management is 
illuminating since it draws together the organisational and personal aspects of 
information management, both studied by undergraduates at my school. She 
defines two broad sub-disciplines of information management: Macroinformatics, 
concerned with the ³UHODWLRQVKLS EHWZHHQ LQIRUPDWLRQ DQG VRFLHW\ DQG LWV
RUJDQLVDWLRQV´, and Microinformatics, ³FRQFHUQHG ZLWK LQGLYiduals and their use of 
LQIRUPDWLRQ´ (1998:365). The latter parallels Personal Information Management 
(PIM) which:  
³« refers to both the practice and the study of the activities a person 
performs in order to acquire or create, store, organize, maintain, retrieve, 
use, and distribute the information needed to complete tasks (work-
related or not) and fulfill various roles and responsibilities (for example, 
DVSDUHQWHPSOR\HHIULHQGRUFRPPXQLW\PHPEHU´ 
(Jones, 2007:453) 
In a sense we are all information managers, managing information at both 
formal/structured and informal/unstructured levels (Cronin and Davenport, 1991). 
Hence, information management as Microinformatics and PIM is of concern to all of 
us and of particular importance to information management undergraduates who are 
expected to enter the workplace with developed PIM skills13. 
2.8 Undergraduate curriculum 
Within each of the three levels that undergraduates study there are various 
combinations of core (i.e. compulsory), approved (i.e. optional) and unrestricted (i.e. 
not necessarily in my school) specific courses or modules. During the core modules, 
students learn key Information Management concepts and skills. The approved 
modules allow students to specialise in some area of Information Management. The 
unrestricted modules allow students to either study further modules in my school or 
develop skills and understandings not in the Information Management field. To 
varying extents, Internet skills and understandings are developed or consolidated in 
all modules that undergraduates study, and either relate to the University¶V RZQ
                                               
13
 ,QIRUPDOFRPPHQWVPDGHE\WKH6FKRRO¶Vdistinguished Advisory Panel of external information 
employers and professionals (April, 2009)  
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Internet tools, for example its own VLE and portal, or Internet-based applications 
available to anyone with an Internet-enabled device. Opportunities for 
undergraduates to develop or consolidate their Internet skills and understandings 
relate either to the content of module taught sessions, their own more administrative 
XVHRI WKH ,QWHUQHWRUVWXGHQWV¶ LQGHSHQGHQWVWXG\DQGFRXUVHZRUN7KH following 
table illustrates the variation of opportunities available to our undergraduates: 
 
University-controlled Internet 
tools 
Other Internet-based 
applications 
Opportunities 
for 
undergraduates 
to develop 
skills and 
understandings 
For example: 
x Taught sessions - students are taught 
how to design and implement an e-
Portfolio via the University¶V9/( 
x Administration ± students are taught 
how to use the University¶V RQOLQH
collaboration and networking tool 
x Independent study ± via the 
University¶V9/(VWXGHnts learn how to 
implement an Oracle database via a 
series of videos and presentations 
For example: 
x Taught sessions - students are taught 
how to effectively use Advanced 
Google and Google Scholar 
x Administration ± students are 
introduced to social book marking sites 
x Independent study ± students 
sometimes learn multimedia production 
WHFKQLTXHV YLD SURSULHWRU¶V RQOLQH
tutorials 
Opportunities 
for 
undergraduates 
to consolidate 
skills and 
understandings 
For example: 
x Taught sessions ± students are 
regularly expected to create VLE 
discussion board postings to capture 
WKHLUJURXS¶VFRQFOXVLRQV 
x Administration ± students experience 
different levels of formality when 
communicating via the University¶V H-
mail 
x Independent study - students use 
XQLYHUVLW\¶VH-Portfolios to present their 
reflections of learning and supporting 
evidence 
For example: 
x Taught sessions ± Students have to 
find online information to support an 
class-based activity 
x Administration ± Students use their 
own social networking sites to 
communicate about group coursework 
x Independent study ± students have to 
FTP their files to a server 
Table 2.1 Variation of opportunities for undergraduates to experience the Internet in their 
studies 
More specifically, at Level 1 all students undertake a core teaching module taught 
by one of the University¶V DFDGHPLF OLEUDULDQVZKLFK LQFOXGHVHVVLRQVRQVHHNLQJ
evaluating and communicating information found via the University OLEUDU\¶V RQOLQH
facilities and the Internet more generally. In addition, these same students 
XQGHUWDNH D VHULHV RI VHVVLRQV WR GHYHORS WKHLU XQGHUVWDQGLQJ RI WKH ,QWHUQHW¶V
infrastructure and are taught how to handcraft websites in XHTML14 and CSS15. 
                                               
14
 http://www.w3.org/TR/xhtml1/ [Accessed 14 July 2011] 
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Complementing the information literacy aspects of this module, the BSc Information 
Management students undertake a module to develop their information literacy and 
understanding of information literacy theories and practices. To facilitate this, 
students are immersed in an information rich environment that challenges their 
information literacy skills. At the time of this research the 3D virtual world Second 
Life16 was used and students were required to investigate the information behaviour 
of its participants. All Level 1 undergraduates also undertake a module that aims to 
develop their understanding of how communication technologies are used within 
organisations, with a particular emphasis on their own use of Web 2.0 technologies 
and how this might relate to organisational use. Beyond Level 1, students are taught 
about or develop further Internet-based Internet applications. For example, there are 
optional teaching modules at Level 2 where students are taught how to produce 
multimedia presentations in Flash17 that could be made available or embedded in a 
web page, and taught how to design and implement a usable and accessible using 
the web authoring tool Dreamweaver18. At Level 3 there are optional teaching 
modules where students are introduced to an Oracle-based business intelligence 
system to collate and analyse online data19 and are taught to how to build an online 
Content Management System (CMS) using PHP20. 
2.9 Research participants 
This research primarily focuses on a particular cohort of 24 Level 1 BSc Information 
Management students who, over the course of their studies and depending on 
modules selected, spend between 72% and 90% of their time in the Information 
School. The majority of these students came directly from a UK school having 
studied GCE Advanced Levels and, although the School does not specify any 
subjects in its entry requirements, the majority of these undergraduates have 
studied either Business Studies or ICT. The remaining undergraduates either began 
their studies in a different University department, studied at a college for a university 
access qualification, studied for a BTEC qualification, came from the EU having 
gained an International Baccalaureate qualification or were classified as mature. 
                                                                                                                                     
15
 http://www.w3.org/Style/CSS/ [Accessed 14 July 2011] 
16
 http://secondlife.com/ [Accessed 14 July 2011] 
17
 http://www.adobe.com/products/flash.html [Accessed 14 July 2011] 
18
 http://www.adobe.com/products/dreamweaver.html [Accessed 14 July 2011] 
19
 http://www.peakindicators.com/index.php/implementation/bi-applications [Accessed 15 July 2011] 
20
 http://www.php.net [Accessed 13 July 2011] 
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The majority of students in this study were male (64%) and classified as µKRPH¶
students (92%). 
Excluding myself, all 17 academics who took part in this research taught on at least 
one undergraduate module and were available at the time the research information 
was gathered. The majority were lecturers (35%), but 29% were professors, 24% 
were senior lecturers and 6% were either senior university teachers or learning 
technologists$FDGHPLFV¶ research and teaching interests overlapped between the 
School¶V defined research areas, but at the time the information was gathered, 24% 
of academics were part of the Educational Informatics research group, 24% were 
part of the Information Retrieval research group, 18% were part of the Library and 
the Information Society research group, 12% were part of the Knowledge and 
Information Management research group, 12% were part of the Information Systems 
research group and 12% were part of the Chemoinformatics research group. Of the 
academics who took part in this research, 35% taught at Level 1 and the majority of 
academics (53%) would have taught sessions in WKH,QIRUPDWLRQ6FKRRO¶V computer 
laboratory. 
2.10 8QGHUJUDGXDWHV¶FRPPXQLFDWLRQSUHIHUHQFHV 
In the semester after the research cohort began their studies, I conducted a Survey 
of Communication Technology Use with DOO WKH6FKRRO¶V Level 1 undergraduates21. 
This was part of a longitudinal inquiry which began with the School¶V 2007 
undergraduate cohort and has been repeated every year to the present day. The 
2007 conclusions were published in June 2008 in online journal ITALICS: µ7HDFKing 
our grandchildren to suck eggs?: Introducing the study of communication 
technologies to the 'Digital Generation' (Cox et al., 2008). A slightly modified version 
of the paper-based survey was administered to the research cohort and a parallel 
cohort of dual Information Management degree students as part of one of their core 
modules entitled µ,QIRUPDWLRQDQG &RPPXQLFDWLRQ1HWZRUNV LQ2UJDQLVDWLRQV¶. The 
VXUYH\ ZDV FRQGXFWHG DV SDUW D VHULHV RI OHFWXUHV DQG VHPLQDUV DERXW VWXGHQWV¶
communications preferences. Students conduct the survey within a seminar and 
later discuss the results and its implications with reference to their own learning and 
the educational-related roles many students may have within an organisation when 
                                               
21
 The Information School Level 1 students consist of 55% students studying just Information 
Management (the research cohort) and 45% dual degree students studying Information Management 
alongside another subject (see Section 2.6 for further details) 
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they graduate. Permission was sought from the students to use their anonymous 
responses in this research. Of the students taking the core module, 84% were 
present on the day the survey was distributed and all completed the survey. 
Unfortunately, the survey did not ask which degree the students are taking and 
hence the research cohort responses cannot be differentiated from the dual 
Information Management degree students¶UHVSRQVHV. However, its findings are still 
of significance to this study since it includes the research cohort. In addition, the 
dual degree students study up to 50% in my school depending optional modules 
chosen. The results of the surYH\ ZHUH FROODWHG E\ WKH SURMHFW¶V OHDG LQYHVtigator 
and analysed by me. So as to not give disproportionate weight to this parallel 
quantitative research, the details of the survey and its analysis have not been 
included in this thesis. However, the following paragraphs summarise some of its 
findings. 
The 2009 Information and Communication Networks in Organisations class 
consisted of 42% the research cohort and 58% BA dual degree students, with a 
mean age of 19 years. Just 5 students were over 20 years and the class contained 
almost identical numbers of male (52%) and female (48%) students. Students 
claimed to spend a mean time of just over 17 hours on the Internet each week, 
predominantly on social networking sites like Facebook, but also on video sharing 
sites like YouTube and the chat services like Instant Messenger. To put this figure in 
perspective, Office of National Statistics (2006) figures indicate that the UK public 
spends around 18 hours a week watching the television, videos and DVDs, and 
listening to radio and music, around the time that the vast majority of the 
undergraduates claim they now spend on the Internet. Students reported that they 
hardly ever used other popular Web 2.0 websites like the social book-marking site 
Del.icio.us or the blog search engine Technorati. Unsurprisingly, their reported use 
of the Internet corresponded closely with their favourite websites. These included, in 
order of popularity, Facebook, BBC, Google, YouTube, eBays and sports-related 
websites. When asked about what they used the Internet for, the most common use 
by far was to contact friends and family. However, other uses cited included, in 
decreasing order, gathering news, finding information for their studies, shopping, 
downloading music and playing games. Relatively few students claimed they added 
content to websites like Flickr, YouTube, Blogger or Wikipedia, despite most (88%) 
owning a mobile phone with built-in camera.  
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The survey asked questions specifically related to their social networking profiles, 
privacy settings and use. It found that 60% of undergraduates had two or more 
social networking profiles, although 79% claimed not to use some or all of their other 
profiles. Of those who did use another profile, they appeared to primarily use it to 
keep in contact with others on different social networking sites (55%). Few students 
XVHGDQDOWHUQDWLYHSURILOHWRFRPPXQLFDWHDµdifferent part of their personality¶ 
Three quarters of the students restricted access to their social networking profile to 
just their social networking µIULHQGV¶ OHDYLQJ XS WR RQH TXDUWHU ZKR GLG QRt restrict 
access to their profile. However, the high number of students who restrict their 
profile seems at odds with 42% of students who claimed they had at least one friend 
they only knew via some communication tool or device. Additionally, over one third 
of students claimed to have met someone face-to-face having first met them online. 
These findings imply that students potentially devote considerable time and energy 
to maintaining online relationships, and some of these are sufficiently µUHDO¶ for over 
a third of the students to feel comfortable and motivated enough to meet the person 
face-to-face. 
The findings above focused on how the Level 1 undergraduates in my school use 
the Internet. Whilst they primarily used the Internet to keep in contact friends and 
social networking sites such as Facebook were the preferred Internet 
communication tool, three quarters of all students felt that the phone [not Facebook] 
was the µPRVW LPSRUWDQW¶ way to communicate with parents, students and school 
IULHQGV)XUWKHUPRUHPRELOHSKRQHµtexting¶ was also considered an important way 
of communicating for the students in this survey with 71% claiming they sent 5 or 
more text messages per day. The survey also found potential anomalies with 
VWXGHQWV¶ use of e-mail, their university e-mail account being official online method 
for communicating with university staff. All the undergraduates in the survey claimed 
they had another e-mail account in addition to their University e-mail account, with 
69% of students having two or more additional accounts. Given that students do not 
appear to use e-mail for communicating with parents and hardly use it to 
communicate with school friends, it seems surprising that students have so many e-
mail accounts. 
The Survey of Communication Technology Use also asked questions related to their 
preferred learning style. Most preferred to work alone (76%), by following 
instructions (79%), but having support available (91%), suggesting that blended or 
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e-learning approaches might be preferred by the Level 1 undergraduates. The 
following section elaborates on these findings. 
2.11 8QGHUJUDGXDWHV¶Oearning styles 
In addition to the Survey of Communication Technology Use, the same 
undergraduates conducted two learning style self-assessment questionnaires the 
following week: The Approaches and Study Skills Inventory for STudents (ASSIST) 
(Entwistle, 1997) and the Learning style inventory (LSI) (Kolb, 1976). The former 
FODLPVWRHVWDEOLVK+(VWXGHQWV¶self-perceived dominant approach to learning and 
WKH ODWWHU FODLPV WR SURILOH D SHUVRQ¶V OHDUQLQJ VW\OH 7KH PDLQ RXWFRPHV RI WHVWV
were discussed with the students during the session, with reference to their own 
learning and the educational-related roles many students may have within an 
organisation when they graduate. Permission was sought from the students to use 
their anonymous responses in this research. Their responses were re-analysed to 
ensure the resulting categories were accurate. As before, it is not possible to 
disaggregate the undergraduates in the research cohort from the findings.  
.ROE¶V/HDUQLQJ6W\OH,QYHQWRU\/6,(Kolb, 1976) aims to provide an individual with 
an understanding of the learning style they have developed to resolve conflicts 
between two types of cognitive demands: active versus reflective, and concreteness 
versus abstraction. Kolb (1976) identifies four broad learning styles that an individual 
has a disposition towards: divergent, accommodative, convergent and assimilative. 
The majority of students assessed themselves as having an Accommodative (35%) 
or Assimilative (35%) learning style. Those with an Accommodative learning style 
like ³«OLNHGRLQJWKLQJVFDUU\LQJRXWSODQVDQGJHWWLQJLQYROYHGLQQHZH[SHULHQFHV 
« [and solving] problems in an intuitive, trial-and-HUURUPDQQHU´ and those with an 
Assimilative learning style are ³PRUH FRQFHUQHG ZLWK LGHDV DQG DEVWUDFW FRQFHSWV
than with people and think it more important that ideas be logically sound than 
SUDFWLFDO´ (Coffield et al., 2004:61). 
The ASSIST questionnaire (Entwistle, 1997) was designed to enable HE students to 
discover and understand their approach to studying. It comprised of three sets of 
questions related to their perception of learning, their approaches to studying, and 
their preferences for different types of course organisation and teaching. Students 
ranked 24 statements on a Likert scale according to their relative agreement or 
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disagreement. These results were converted by students22 into three values 
UHSUHVHQWLQJ WKH VWXGHQW¶V DSSURDFK WR OHDUQLQJ Surface, Strategic or Deep, with 
highest score representing their dominant approach and the second highest score 
represented their secondary approach to learning. 87% of students gave answers 
which corresponded with a Strategic approach where students supposedly ³FRPELQH
deep and surface approaches in order to achieve WKH EHVW SRVVLEOH PDUNV´ and 
where students are ³DGHSW DW RUJDQLVLQJ WKHLU VWXG\ WLPH DQG PHWKRGV DWWHQG
carefully to cues given by teachers as to what type of work gains good grades or 
what questions will come up in examinations´ (Coffield et al., 2004:93). However, 
when the other two learning style scores are including in the analysis, a more 
nuanced understanding emerged with almost two thirds of all the undergraduates 
surveyed giving answers that correspond with a Strategic-Deep approach. That is, 
almost two thirds of all the undergraduates surveyed gave answers which 
corresponded with a Strategic approach in the first place and a Deep approach in 
the second place. Hence, whilst these students primarily adopt a Strategic approach 
to learning, they also have a disposition towards the Deep approach where students 
have a ³VRSKLVWLFDWHGFRQFHSWLRQRIOHDUQLQJDQGDULFKXQGHUVWDQGLQJRI the nature 
RINQRZOHGJHDQGHYLGHQFH´ (Coffield et al., 2004:93) 
2.12 My role 
Shulamit Reinharz suggests that academic researchers bring many µVHOYHV¶ to an 
inquiry, categorises these as ³UHVHDUFKHG-based selves, brought selves (the selves 
that historically, socially, and personally create our standpoints), and situated 
FUHDWHG VHOYHV´ (1997, in Lincoln and Guba, 2000:183). The former is expanded 
upon in the Research Design chapter in terms of justifying the research strategy 
adopted. The latter, has already been inferred in the rationale for this research. The 
following paragraphs expand upon the µselves¶ I bring to this inquiry. 
At the time the research was conducted, I had been teaching in the School five 
years having previously spent three years as a software engineer producing two 
popular educational programs23 and fifteen years as a secondary, middle and 
                                               
22
 I UHSHDWHGWKHDQDO\VLVWRHQVXUHWKHDFFXUDF\RIWKHVWXGHQWV¶FRQFOXVLRQV 
23
 BlackCat Designer TAG (2011a). BlackCat Designer [Online]. TAG. 
http://www.taglearning.com/taglearning/blackcat-designer.html [Accessed 29 March 2011] and 
BlackCat Supertools TAG (2011b). BlackCat Supertools [Online]. TAG. 
http://www.taglearning.com/taglearning/blackcat-supertools.html [Accessed 29 March 2011] 
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primary school teacher. Amongst my many roles at the time, I was the BSc 
Information Management Admissions Tutor and recruited all the Level 1 
undergraduates, who are the main subject of this research, onto their degree. I also 
had overall responsibility for the BSc programme and two core information 
management related Level 1 modules. In addition, I taught and conducted 
coursework assessments on two other Level 1 modules. Hence, my involvement 
with the first year experience was (and still is) considerable, although my 
involvement at Levels 2 and 3 was restricted to teaching database design and 
Oracle at Level 2. Originally employed to teach the information technology aspects 
of school¶VSURJUDPPHVP\ LQYROYHPHQW LQ WKH6FKRRO¶V teaching still has an ICT-
bias. For example, at the time this research was conducted, I taught more than most 
academics in the School¶VFRPSXWHUODERUDWRU\&RQVHTXHQWO\,ZDVZHOO-placed to 
REVHUYH VWXGHQWV¶ LQWHUDFWLRQ ZLWK FRPSXWHU DQG ,QWHUQHW WHFKQRORJLHV , ZDV DOVR
nominated as the School¶V Teaching and Learning Advocate, providing a natural 
platform to discuss with curriculum and pedagogic issues with academic staff within 
my school. 
As a University Teacher and module coordinator my role in the development and 
FRQVROLGDWLRQ RI XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶ ,QWHUQHW-related skills and understandings is 
captured in the table below. Unless otherwise specified, all opportunities relate to 
my Level 1 teaching and module coordination. 
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University-controlled Internet 
tools 
Other Internet-based 
applications 
Opportunities 
for 
undergraduates 
to develop 
skills and 
understandings 
x Taught sessions ± I teach students 
how to design and implement an e-
Portfolio and online journal, and how to 
use access online journals and 
databases. 
x Administration ± Incidentally, I 
encourage students to reflect upon their 
e-mail etiquette. 
x Independent study ± I coordinate a 
series of online tutorials that teach 
Level 2 students how to implement an 
Oracle database. I also introduce the 
students to using plagiarism detection 
tool Turnitin via the University¶V9/( 
x Taught sessions ± I teach students 
basic Web authoring using XHTML and 
CSS, more advanced search engine 
techniques and about the Internet and 
:::¶VLQIUDVWUXFWXUH 
x Administration ± N/A 
x Independent study ± N/A 
Opportunities 
for 
undergraduates 
to consolidate 
skills and 
understandings 
x Taught sessions ± One of my 
sessions is conducted using a VLE chat 
room and whiteboard. 
x Administration ± During ongoing 
group work, I encourage students to 
maintain an non-assessed audit trail of 
their activities using a discussion board; 
I also encourage students to maintain 
an online Personal Development 
Portfolio (PDP); All my lecture notes 
and coursework notes need to 
accessed via the University¶V 9/( ,
model exemplary VLE design and 
appropriate e-mail etiquette in my 
interactions with all students;  
x Independent study ± I coordinate 
assessments that requires students to 
keep an online journal and e-portfolios 
of their learning reflections 
x Taught sessions ± I encourage 
students to find online information to 
support their views and practice their 
Web authoring skills via class 
assignments; 
x Administration ± I encourage students 
to use Facebook to contact other group 
work members 
x Independent study ± I coordinate 
assessment where students are 
expected to find a variety of relevant 
online sources of information for a 
particular purpose.  
Table 2.2 My role in relation to the teaching of Internet skills and understandings 
2.13 Implication 
The previous sections described the national, local and disciplinary context for the 
research conducted. It raises additional research questions that are commensurate 
with the original and current aims of this research, and the research undertaken in 
2008. The exploration of these and the original research questions will inform the 
School¶V discussions relating to the Information Management degrees and to ensure 
its curriculum and pedagogy are aligned to our XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶Internet literacies.  
The first relates to the assumptions implicit in the post-2008 national reports and 
strategies cited above. These tend to caricature undergraduates as confident, 
demanding, critical and sophisticated users of the Internet technologies. This 
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research will provide evidence to substantiate or revoke these assumptions, and 
thus explore the following question: 
RQ1-20117RZKDWH[WHQWDUHWKH,QIRUPDWLRQ6FKRRO¶VXQGHUJUDGXDWHVGHPDQGLQJ
critical and sophisticated users of the Internet technologies, seamlessly integrating 
them into their lives? 
In addition, the post-2008 national reports and strategies tended to make 
assumptions about XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶GHVLUHIRU,QWHUQHWWHFKQRORJLHVDQGSHGDJRJLHV
in their university studies. Whilst exploring this assumption was not explicitly part of 
the research design, the research conducted will give a tentative insight into the 
following question: 
RQ2- 7R ZKDW H[WHQW GR WKH ,QIRUPDWLRQ 6FKRRO¶V XQGHUJUDGXDWHV GHPDQG
Internet technologies and pedagogies in their studies? 
Secondly, the descriptions above infer that the undergraduates that took part in this 
research have had many opportunities to develop their Internet literacies within a 
school WKDW KDV LQFUHDVLQJO\ DOLJQHG LWVHOI ZLWK WKH L6FKRROV¶ WHFKQRORJLFDO HWKRV
Hence, in addition to those questions posed in 2008, this research will explore: 
RQ3-2011: To ZKDW H[WHQW GR WKH ,QIRUPDWLRQ 6FKRRO¶V XQGHUJUDGXDWHV SHUFHLYH
their university studies have developed their Internet literacies? 
RQ4- 7R ZKDW H[WHQW GR WKH ,QIRUPDWLRQ 6FKRRO XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶ ,QWHUQHW
literacies, and perceptions of being Internet literate, evolve through their Information 
Management studies? 
7KH VWUHVV KHUH LV RQ XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶ SHUFHSWLRQV DV RSSRVHG WR RYHUW
DVVHVVPHQWV RI XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶ ,QWHUQHW OLWHUDFLHV 7KH UDWLRQDOH LV QRW RQO\
pragmatic24, but also because these students will become my school¶V PDUNHWLQJ
voice when they enter the workplace and an understanding of how they perceive 
their studies is as relevant as their Internet abilities.   
                                               
24 UnGHUJUDGXDWHV¶,QWHUQHWOLWHUDFLHVZHUHQRWDVVHVVHGSHUVHGXULQJWKLVVWXG\PDNLQJDQ\
comparison less meaningful 
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Chapter 3: Questioning the Internet savvy rhetoric 
Chapter 2 concluded that various national reports and strategies tended portray 
students as confident and increasingly critical and savvy digital and Internet users. 
However, this view is increasingly questioned by more recent and more student-
centred research. This chapter presents these views and concludes that, if the 
Internet savvy rhetoric is prevalent amongst undergraduates and academics in my 
school, it may have implications for any Internet-related teaching. 
3.1 Digital native rhetoric 
TRGD\¶Vsupposedly Internet savvy students have variously been characterised by 
the media, Government and business as digital natives (Prensky, 2001b), the net 
generation (Oblinger and Oblinger, 2005; Tapscott, 2009), millennials (Howe and 
Strauss, 2000; Oblinger and Oblinger, 2005), generation Y (Weiler, 2005), the 
Google generation (Rowlands et al., 2008; UCL, 2008) and more recently the i-
generation (Rosen, 2010). Whilst the terms are frequently used interchangeably, 
each term has its own emphasis (Jones and Czerniewicz, 2010). For example, 
Prensky emphasises the unique qualities of digital natives when he describes them 
as ³VWXGHQWV WRGD\ >WKDW@ DUH DOO µQDWLYH VSHDNHUV¶ RI WKH GLJLWDO ODQJXDJH RI
FRPSXWHUV YLGHR JDPHV DQG WKH ,QWHUQHW´ (Prensky, 2001a:1), whilst UCL 
characterises the unique experiences of the Google generation ³ERUQ DIWHU 
WKDW LV JURZLQJ XS LQ D ZRUOG GRPLQDWHG E\ WKH LQWHUQHW´ (UCL, 2008:7). 
Paraphrasing, these terms describe students who interact with various digital texts 
in ways that are said to be far removed from the conventional demands of HE, 
seamlessly integrating digital technologies into their everyday lives, being equally 
comfortable interacting online as face-to-face and preferring the screen to paper 
(Naughton, 2006; Goodfellow et al., 2008; Lea, 2009; Jones, 2010; Kennedy et al., 
2010). To varying extents, some have suggested that these characteristics are not 
MXVWVWXGHQWV¶SUHIHUHQFHVEXWKDYHEHFRPHLQQDWHFor example, Prensky (2001b) 
FODLPVWKDW\RXQJSHRSOH¶VEUDLQVDUHQRZ³SK\VLFDOO\GLIIHUHQW´ due to their ongoing 
exposure ³WZLWFK-speed, multitasking, random-access, graphics-first, active, 
connected, fun, fantasy, quick-payoff world of their video games, MTV, and 
,QWHUQHW´. He claims that digital natives reflect less, have shorter attention spans and 
are generally bored by their educational experiences that fail to accommodate their 
learning style. Others have suggested that students are so adept at using digital 
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technologies that they struggle with, or even reject, traditional academic activities, 
such as writing and referencing, leading to increased plagiarism (Davies et al., 
2006).  
According to Lea, there are two implications of the digital native paradigm for HE; 
ILUVWO\ WKDW VWXGHQWV¶ ³HQJDJHPHQW LQ GLJLWDO WHFKQRORJLHV LQ their personal worlds 
PD\LPSDLUVWXGHQWV¶DELOLW\WRHQJDJHLQVHULRXVDFDGHPLFVWXG\´ and secondly, that 
there is pressure on HE to align its teaching and learning with what they see as the 
VWXGHQWV¶GLJLWDOZRUOGV (Lea, 2009:2). Both imply a fear of alienating a generation of 
learners. The latter is seen by Prensky (2001a) and Tapscott (2009) as the solution 
to the former; formal education should become more like the informal digital worlds 
our students inhabit, including the use of more computer games and Web 2.0. 
Implications like this are discounted by Bennett and Maton (2010) and others on the 
grounds that it implies a misunderstanding of formal education whilst at the same 
time ³YDORULVLQJ WKH SURFODLPHG DWWULEXWHV RI WKH WHFK-VDYY\ VWXGHQW´ (Bennett and 
Maton, 2010:325).  
3.2 Digital native critiques 
More recently, studies have questioned the validity and utility of digital native 
rhetoric claiming that recent empirical evidence does not fully support the underlying 
assumptions. Kennedy for example, claims that the digital native paradigm is 
³ODUJHO\ GHULYHG IURP DQHFGRWDO DFFRXQWV RU EDVHG RQ XQWHVWHG DVVXPSWLRQV´ 
(Kennedy et al., 2010:332). Whilst not retracting his claims, Prensky, who is usually 
attributed with coining and popularising the term µGLJLWDO QDWLYH¶, has begun to 
distance himself from its usefulness (Prensky, 2009). Overall, four overlapping 
critiques are apparent in the literature.  
The first relates to the assumption that students are avid users of a diverse range of 
modern technologies. This has been questioned by Conole et al. (2006), Cox et al 
(2008), Kennedy et al (2008; 2010), Bennett and Maton (2010), and Jones and 
Czerniewicz (2010) amongst others. For example, it has been shown in the US 
(Lenhart et al., 2007; Smith et al., 2009) and UK (Cox et al., 2008; Hardy et al., 
2009; Jones et al., 2010) studies that students use a much narrower range of 
applications (predominantly, social networking) than the digital native rhetoric might 
suggest, rarely using Web 2.0 applications for content creation (for example, 
podcasting, blogs, wikis and social bookmarking).  
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The second critique of the digital native paradigm relates to the assumption that 
digital natives welcome and even demand technology in their studies. This has been 
the premise of several UK quango strategies (for example, JISC, 2006; JISC, 
2009c). However, recent studies have shown that students do not always welcome 
technologies in their learning settings (Ipsos MORI, 2007; Lohnes and Kinzer, 2007; 
Selwyn, 2007; Hardy et al., 2009; Smith et al., 2009). JISC¶V RZQ FRPPLVVLRQHG
MORI survey of student expectations found that prospective students ³LPDJLQHDQG
OLNHWKHLGHDRIWKHWUDGLWLRQDO6RFUDWLFRU³FKDONDQGWDON´PHWKRGVZLWKIDFHWRIDFH
OHDUQLQJ´ (Ipsos MORI, 2007:26; Smith et al., 2009) DQG/RKQHVDQG.LQ]HU¶V(2007) 
study found that students¶ use of laptops in class can be seen as antisocial by other 
students.  
The third critique of the digital native discourse relates to the assumption that 
students are confident and competent with modern technologies. This was the view 
SURPRWHG E\ WKH H[WHQVLYH  -,6& VWXG\ LQWR VWXGHQWV¶ H[SHULHQFHV RI
technologies finding, for example, that students used technologies to satisfy their 
information needs in ³VRSKLVWLFDWHG ZD\V « finding and synthesising information 
DQG LQWHJUDWLQJDFURVVPXOWLSOHVRXUFHVRIGDWD´ (Conole et al., 2006:5). However, 
this finding contrasts with a more recent UCL study into the Google Generation 
(UCL, 2008) and previous Ofcom research (Ofcom, 2006) which concluded that 
although students were confident in their own Internet searching abilities, they relied 
upon basic search tools and possessed few critical and analytical skills to assess 
the information found.  
The fourth critique of the digital native discourse relates to the assumption that 
digital natives are a homogenous group. However, recent studies have found 
significant variations amongst students, even of similar ages. For example, Jones et 
al  (2010) found a complex picture amongst first year UK undergraduates. Rather 
than a homogeneous group of undergraduates, they found small minorities of 
students displaying alternative characteristics of Internet use. For example, one 
small minority was found to make very little use of the Internet whereas another 
slightly larger minority made extensive use of new Internet technologies. In several 
undergraduate studies, age was found to be linked to the type of Internet use, but 
not in the simplistic way the digital native rhetoric would suggest (Jones and 
Ramanau, 2009b; Jones and Ramanau, 2009a; Hosein et al., 2010; Jones et al., 
2010; Ramanau et al., 2010). For example, Hosein et al (2010) found that older 
undergraduates were less likely to use Web 2.0 and social networking sites and 
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more likely to be using their Internet access for the purposes related to their degree. 
Other studies have shown that other factors, such socio-economic status, cultural or 
ethnic background, gender and discipline studied, may be discriminating factors in 
how undergraduates use the Internet (Bennett et al., 2008; Kennedy et al., 2010). In 
Australia, Kennedy found that ³:KHQRQHPRYHVEH\RQGHQWUHQFKHG WHFKQRORJLHV
and tools (e.g. computers, mobile phones, email), the patterns of access to, use of 
and preference for a range RI RWKHU WHFKQRORJLHV VKRZ FRQVLGHUDEOH YDULDWLRQ´ 
(Kennedy et al., 2008:117) and in Scotland, Hardy found that ³7KHUHLVVWLOODVPDOO
minority of students who are not confident with technology, or have no access to the 
internet or do not recognise the value of technology for studying their particular 
VXEMHFW´ (Hardy et al., 2009:4). 
3.3 New digital divide 
,I \RXQJSHRSOH¶VH[SRVXUH WRGigital technologies has enabled them to develop a 
natural aptitude and high skill levels in relation to the Internet, by implication those 
that are older cannot be natives of the Internet and a new generational digital divide 
has opened up (Prensky, 2001b; Prensky, 2001a; Lankshear and Knobel, 2003; 
Madden et al., 2008; Bennett and Maton, 2010). The term digital divide was 
RULJLQDOO\ FRLQHG WR FDSWXUH SROLF\ PDNHUV¶ FRQFHUQV DERXW HQVXULQJ HTXDOLW\ RI
access to ICTs, but the term now encompasses multiple new meanings (BECTA, 
2001; Gurstein, 2003). Generational digital divides cast students as digital natives, 
and lecturers, teachers and parents as digital immigrants. Prensky describes the 
ODWWHU DV VSHDNLQJ ³outdated language (that of the pre-digital age), [and] are 
struggling to teach D SRSXODWLRQ WKDW VSHDNV DQ HQWLUHO\ QHZ ODQJXDJH´ (Prensky, 
2001a:2). Disliking the connotations of these terms, Lankshear and Knobel (2003) 
initially referred to insiders (aka digital natives) and outsiders (aka digital 
immigrants), later describing them as ³SK\VLFDO-LQGXVWULDO PLQGVHWV´ and 
³F\EHUVSDWLDO-SRVWLQGXVWULDOPLQGVHWV´ (Lankshear and Knobel, 2007). They describe 
outsiders as having not grown up with the Internet as an intrinsic part of their lives 
and consequently transfer real world attitudes into new Internet spaces. For 
H[DPSOHWKH\YLHZWKH,QWHUQHW¶VHFRQRPLFVLQtraditional supply and demand terms, 
and have concerns about issues of copyright, access and security. In contrast, 
insiders have grown up with Internet as an intrinsic part of their lives and have the 
experience and resources to capitalise on its affordances. Various consequences of 
this native-immigrant or insider-outsider divide are proposed. Prensky stated that 
this digital divide is the ³VLQJOH ELJJHVW SUREOHP IDFLQJ HGXFDWLRQ WRGD\´ (Prensky, 
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2001a:2) since teaching is far less effective and students become disaffected since 
their learning style is not being accommodated by their digitally immigrant lecturers 
and teachers. Others too view this generational digital divide as one of the main 
challenges of contemporary education (Todd, 1998; Tyner, 1998; Richards, 2000; 
Kellner, 2002; Lankshear and Knobel, 2003). Paraphrasing, there is an urgent need 
to overcome what they see as a GLVFRQQHFWLRQ EHWZHHQ VWXGHQWV¶ H[SHULHQFHV
subjectivities and interests rooted in the new multimedia cyber-culture, and those 
found in formal education. 
3.4 Conclusion 
This research was undertaken against a backdrop of largely unsubstantiated claims 
about the Internet abilities of undergraduates who have grownup since the Internet 
gained popularity. In contrast, those who teach undergraduates are typically from a 
generation born before the Internet gained popularity and frequently portrayed as 
less comfortable using digital technologies and the Internet. More recently, several 
studies have questioned the dichotomous views of this generational digital divide, 
claiming it is too simplistic and a more nuanced understanding is required. This 
research was partly undertaken because I sensed a disparity between the Internet 
savvy being presented and my own experiences as a University Teacher. This 
purpose is captured in objective O3-2008. However, the above discussion raises 
additional issues: the presence or absence of digital native-immigrant rhetoric 
amongst academics may impact upon how academics educate for Internet literacy. 
Arguably, an academic who perceives undergraduates to be inherently more 
Internet literate, may make certain unsubstantiated assumptions about their Internet 
abilities. Conversely, it could be argued that the presence digital immigrant rhetoric 
amongst undergraduates may impact their willingness to accept tuition from those 
they perceive as less able than them. Hence, an additional question that this 
research addresses is: 
RQ5-2011:  To what extent is the digital native-immigrant rhetoric prevalent amongst 
,QIRUPDWLRQ6FKRRO¶VDFDGHPLFVDQGXQGHUJUDGXDWHV?  
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Chapter 4: Internet-related practices and abilities 
The purpose of this chapter is to position this research as an extension of Internet-
related studies pre-university education and to justify the practices and abilities 
associated with the Internet deserve particular attention. 
4.1 Pre-university Internet studies 
Most undergraduates begin their university studies having already engaged with the 
Internet at home, school and/or college. The nature and level of this engagement is 
described in various UK-based studies that differ in duration, scope and focus (for 
example, Buckingham, 2002; Harrison et al., 2002; Irvine and Williams, 2002; 
Somekh, 2002; Loveless, 2003; Madden et al., 2003; McFarlane and Roche, 2003; 
Livingstone et al., 2005)+DYLQJDQXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIXQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶SUH-university 
Internet experiences and abilities is relevant to research that aims to inform 
educational and pedagogic discussions and strategy UHJDUGLQJ XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶
Internet literacies. However, the diversity of research undertaken means no clear 
SLFWXUHRIXQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶SUH-university experiences emerges. Notwithstanding, the 
research cited above does tend to converge in several areas. For example, it is 
IUHTXHQWO\FODLPHGWKDWSDUHQWVDQGWHDFKHUVRYHUHVWLPDWH\RXQJSHRSOH¶V ,QWHUQHW
expertise. In addition and despite parental aspirations that their chLOGUHQ¶V ,QWHUQHW
access is of educational benefit, young people are often found to be using the 
Internet for more everyday purposes, like contacting peers and accessing popular 
culture. It is also claimed that these online interactions tend to happen less by e-mail 
or Internet chat-rooms, as supposed by their parents and teachers, but by Instant 
Messaging and SMS25, and that these interactions are supported a largely local, as 
opposed to global, network of friends who they also contact by other means (face-
to-face, over the phone). The studies also suggest that young people have different 
communication needs from adults and, rather than seeing face-to-face 
communication as automatically superior, young people evaluate the different forms 
of communication available to them according to distinct communicative needs. That 
is, these studies found that Internet technologies were perceived by young people 
                                               
25
 Social networking online applications like Facebook were not in existence when the UK Children Go 
Online studies took place, but the mismatch between parental and teacher perceptions and what young 
people said and did is still relevant 
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as just one of several communication technologies and, if they disappeared 
tomorrow, they would not be greatly missed.  
The UK Children Go Online studies conducted by Sonia Livingstone and her 
colleagues at the LSE (London School of Economics and Political Science) are 
particularly significant in their FRQWULEXWLRQ WR DQ XQGHUVWDQGLQJ RI XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶
pre-university education due to scale and consequential impact on pre-university 
education. As stated in the Introduction, the aims of Sonia Livingstone and her 
FROOHDJXHV¶VWXGLHVFRLQFLGHZLWKWKHDLPVRIWKHUHVHDUFKSUHVHQWHGLQWKLVWKHVLV,Q
addition, the young people who were aged 11 to 13 years at the time of the UK 
Children Go Online study (April 2003 and April 2005) would be around the age of 
the undergraduates that took part in the research that this thesis describes. The 
aims and subsequent impact of the UK Children Go Online studies revolve around 
the online risks that young people expose themselves to, particularly how young 
people develop online expertise that both increases their online opportunities but 
also increases their online risks. However, the research also made significant 
contributions to pre-XQLYHUVLW\VWXGHQWV¶,QWHUQHWOLWHUDFLHVWKDWLVPD\EHQRWVRZHOO
publicised, but are relevant to the research described in this thesis. 
The UK Children Go Online studies were based on a national face-to-face survey of 
1,511 young people aged between 9 and 19 years, together with a survey 
administered to 906 of their parents, and a series of focus groups and observations 
RI\RXQJSHRSOH¶Vuse of the Internet. Of its findings, three areas are of particular 
UHOHYDQFHWRWKHUHVHDUFKGHVFULEHGLQWKLVWKHVLV\RXQJSHRSOH¶VFRQILGHQFHXVLQJ
the Internet, their online searching behaviour and the educational support the 
perceived they had received. 
The UK Children Go Online survey found that over half young people who used the 
Internet consider that they are average in terms of their Internet skills and around 
one third considered they were advanced. More specifically, when young people 
were asked about the particular Internet skills they were thinking about when making 
claims to their confidence26 levels, nearly 90% of young people cited finding online 
information. However, when the issue of confidence was pursued during follow-up 
                                               
26
 7KH8.&KLOGUHQ*R2QOLQHUHSRUWVXVHWKHWHUPVµVHOI-effiFDF\¶ DQGµFRQILGHQFH¶LQWHUFKDQJHDEO\
Bandura, A. (1997). Self-Efficacy: The Exercise of Control. New York: Freeman. notes that ³WKH
construct of self-HIILFDF\GLIIHUVIURPWKHFROORTXLDOWHUPµFRQILGHQFH¶&RQILGHQFHLVa nondescript term 
WKDWUHIHUVWRVWUHQJWKRIEHOLHIEXWGRHVQRWQHFHVVDULO\VSHFLI\ZKDWWKHFHUWDLQW\LVDERXW´. 
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interviews, ³a more nuanced picture emerged, with children and young people 
admittiQJWRDUDQJHRIGLIILFXOWLHVLQXVLQJWKHLQWHUQHW´ (Livingstone et al., 2005:8). A 
parallel parental survey found that parents perceived their Internet skills were even 
higher than sons and daughters were claiming. In addition the number of Internet 
skills claimed by young people rose with their age with the exception of the 18 to 19 
year old age group who claimed fewer skills than the 16 to 17 year old age group. 
The UK Children Go Online report did not speculate as to why students who were 
potentially about to start their university studies should feel they have less advanced 
and fewer online skills than they did two years earlier. As the number of skills 
claimed strongly coUUHODWHGZLWKVWXGHQWV¶FODLPHGRQOLQHFRQILGHQFHOHYHOVLWFRXOG
be implied that those young people who are about to start university are less 
confident in their online skills than they were when they completed their GCSEs. 
The UK Children Go Online survey found that search engines were the most-visited 
websites. Nearly three quarters of the young people surveyed claimed to ³XVXDOO\´ 
find the information they needed, whereas only a fifth claimed to ³DOZD\V´ find the 
information they needed. After finding the information they feel they need, nearly 
40% claim to compare information across several sites to ensure it is reliable, 
although just 19% claimed to check when a site was last updated. However, the UK 
Children Go Online team were concerned that almost 40% of young people trusted 
³PRVW´ the information found on the Internet and only 10% were ³VFHSWLFDO DERXW
PXFK RI WKH LQIRUPDWLRQ RQOLQH´. Those that claimed to be more sceptical of 
information found online also tended to feel they had been taught the online 
searching skills. More generally, 70% of all young people claim they had received 
one or more formal lessons on about how to use the Internet, although only 23% 
reported that they have received ³D ORW´ of formal lessons. However, when these 
figures are broke down by age group, over a quarter of all 12 to 15 year olds and 
over a half of all 18 to 19 year olds claimed never to have received any formal 
instruction about using the Internet.  
4.2 New Internet-related practices 
Underlying discussions of digital natives and new digital divides is a body of 
evidence and opinion that claims that the digital technologies, the Internet in 
SDUWLFXODU KDYH IXQGDPHQWDOO\ WUDQVIRUPHG DVSHFWV RI VWXGHQWV¶ OLYHV %HHWKDP HW
DO¶V UHYLHZ RI the literature related to learning in the Digital Age concluded that 
³GLJLtal technologies and networks are transforming what it means to work, think, 
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FRPPXQLFDWHDQG OHDUQ´ (Beetham et al., 2009:8). These changes can broadly be 
categorised into three broad, overlapping areas: µnew ethos stuff¶, new 
consequences and new pedagogical implications. These are elaborated upon in the 
next three paragraphs. 
The first area of change relates to what Lankshear and Knobel (2007) call ³QHZ
HWKRVVWXII´ of the Internet. For example, many view the linking and layering of texts 
(hypertext) and media (hypermedia) as novel, calling for new forms of meaning-
making (Fillmore, 1995; Burbules, 1998; Sorapure et al., 1998; Gilster, 1999; 
Landow, 2006); Kress (2010) claims that, as the presentation of information moves 
from paper to screen, various new forms (multimodal) of µUHDGLQJ WKH ZRUOG¶ are 
possible; and finally, Gillen and Barton argue that digital technologies are becoming 
so ubiquitous that distinctions previously made between consumer and producers of 
information, between programmers and users of applications, and between readers 
and writers ³EOXU RU GLVVROYH LQ D SURFHVV RI FRQYHUJHQFH´ (Gillen and Barton, 
2010:5).  
Secondly, the Internet has brought about hitherto novel consequences. For 
example, Lankes (2008) proposes that judgements about the credibility of online 
information sources have shifted from judgements about their authority, to 
judgements about their reliability, with previously discouraged academic practices, 
such as citing Wikipedia in coursework, becoming more acceptable; Bruns and 
Humphreys (2005) argue that online collaborative production is now common place, 
with practices such as commenting, reviewing, re-purposing, re-tweeting and media 
meshing; Jewitt (2007) envisages a clash between learners with experience of free, 
always available, opinion-led, collaboratively produced content and the academic 
knowledge practices of originality, authority and attention to method; and lastly, 
citing the JISC Emerge community, Beetham et al (2009) claim that new user skills 
are required as technology moves from containing organisational-created content to 
personal and social content, from being institutionally provided to being ubiquitous 
and from being applications-based to being a set of services.  
Finally, the third area of change has pedagogic implications. For example, 
Buckingham (2007) proposes that education is moving to a post-modern curriculum 
due to the extensive use of multimedia; Greenhow and Robelia (2009) declare new 
and exciting social constructivist learning opportunities exist within Web 2.0 as users 
communicate and collaborate, building online connections and communities; and 
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lastly Siemens (2004) suggests that popular learning theories (namely behaviorism, 
cognitivism, and constructivism) do not account for how individuals or organisations 
learn, putting forward a new learning theory for the digital age (µFRQQHFWLYLVP¶) where 
internalised learning is replaced by the development of networks of trusted people, 
content and tools, and knowledge principally resides on the Internet.  
In contrast to the above claims and views, other commentators have been more 
reserved when describing the impact the Internet and recent digital technologies on 
SHRSOH¶V OLYHV )RU H[DPSOH :HEVWHU FULWLTXHV FRQFHSWLRQV27 of the information 
society claiming that ³PDQ\ZULWHUVRSHUDWHZLWKXQGHUGHYHORSHGGHILQLWLRQVRIWKHLU
VXEMHFW´ (Webster, 2002:8). As such, claims that there have been significant 
qualitative changes in society due to quantitative changes in the use of technologies 
need to be viewed with scepticism. Some commentators have questioned the 
euphoric rhetoric surrounding the democratic potential of the Web (for example, 
Turow and Lokman, 2008) and others have questioned the technical-deterministic 
rhetoric that assumes technological change automatically brings about economic, 
social and cultural change (Wyatt et al., 2000). Others have questioned claims that 
the hyperlinked nature of the Web affords a new way of reading and meaning 
making (Fillmore, 1995; Burbules, 1998; Sorapure et al., 1998; Gilster, 1999; 
Landow, 2006), with the new critical skills being required to understand ³«KRZWKH
DXWKRU¶VWH[WLVDFFHVVHGE\Zhom and to what end, and also how the meaning of 
DQ DXWKRU¶V WH[W FKDQJHV FRORXU ZKHQ LW LV FRQWH[WXDOLVHG WKURXJK MX[WDSRVLWLRQDO
OLQNLQJ´ (Fillmore, 1995), claiming that hyperlinks are neither new nor innovative and 
offer little more than footnotes (for example, Lee, 1999 in Bawden, 2001). 
4.3 Undergraduates¶ use of the Internet 
Underpinning much of the literature cited above, is a body of substantive evidence 
WKDW VXJJHVWV WKH ,QWHUQHW ILJXUHV JUHDWO\ LQ \RXQJ SHRSOH¶V VRFLDO DQG DFDGHPLF
lives, but the relationship and its influence is more complex than some 
commentators has envisaged. This section focuses on studies that examine 
XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶XVHRIWKH,QWHUQHW 
There are no statistics related to Internet-enabled computer ownership by 
undergraduates studying in the UK, but the ECAR Study of Undergraduate Students 
                                               
27 7KHWHUPµFRQFHSWLRQ¶LVXVHGLQWKLVWKHVLVWRPHDQ³the way in which something is perceived or 
UHJDUGHG´2[IRUG8QLYHUVLW\3UHVV) in the literature. 
55 
 
and Information Technology (Smith et al., 2009) found that 98% of USA 
undergraduates owned a computer and, from 2004 to 2009 the proportion of those 
computers that were desktop decreased from 71% to 44% whereas the proportion of 
those computers that were laptops increased from 65% to 88%. In addition, 52% of 
/HYHOVWXGHQWV¶FRPSXWHUVZHUHRQH\HDUROGRUOHVV:LWKLQWKH8.LQWKH
Office of National Statistics (2009) found 70% of UK households owned a computer 
and 82% of all 16-24 year olds access the Internet everyday. In recent years, the 
Office of National Statistics (2010) has shifted its focus from computer ownership to 
Internet access reporting that 75% of all 16 to 24 year olds regularly engage in 
social networking type activities including posting messages to social networking 
sites, chat sites or blogs and 50 per cent of this age group upload self created 
content. The ECAR study (Smith et al., 2009) also found high social networking site 
usage patterns amongst USA undergraduates with over 90% of students using 
Facebook, MySpace, Bebo, LinkedIn etc. everyday.  
These statistics fail to illuminate how undergraduates use technologies in their social 
and academic lives. An ESRC study (Lea, 2009) attempted to address this omission 
by focussing specifically on how undergraduates construct their digital texts. It 
confirmed that undergraduates used a range of technologies in their social lives but 
found little evidence that these were used for academic-related work. When they did 
use social networking sites it was more often for ³DIIHFWLYHVXSSRUWLYHZRUNDURXQG
completing assignments, rather than focused curriculum-EDVHG GLVFXVVLRQV´ (Lea, 
2009:16). It appeared that undergraduates ³create explicit demarcations between 
SHUVRQDODQGFXUULFXODUVSKHUHVRIDFWLYLW\DQGSUDFWLFH´ (Lea, 2009:17). Jones and 
Lea (2008) postulate this resistance to blurring social and academic activities is at 
odds with many university strategies to bring the two spheres together.  
Other UK studies (Beetham et al., 2009; Hardy et al., 2009) have discovered a 
diverse range of undergraduate approaches and attitudes to experiences of 
technology+RZHYHURYHUDOOVWXGHQWV¶self-efficacy in relation to their technological 
skills and Internet searching skills remains high (UCL, 2008; Beetham et al., 2009; 
Hardy et al., 2009) GHVSLWH VWXGLHV LQGLFDWLQJ WKDW XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶ LQIRUPDWLRQ
searching and critical skills are weak (UCL, 2008; Beetham et al., 2009; Hardy et al., 
2009), they use only the most basic functionality of any technology they are using 
(Beetham et al., 2009; Hardy et al., 2009), not recognising the potential that their 
technologies afford (Hardy et al., 2009) and struggling to apply any capabilities to 
other contexts (Beetham et al., 2009). In relation to Internet searching, 80% of USA 
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undergraduates were ³YHU\FRQILGHQW in their ability to search the Internet effectively 
and efficiently´ (Smith et al., 2009:55) and also assessed their ability to evaluate the 
reliability and creditability of online information as high (Smith et al., 2009). This 
finding contrasts with Australian research (Edwards and Bruce, 2006) that found 
wide variation in the undergraduates ways of searching and learning to search for 
information. Hence, research indicates that whilst undergraduates are confident with 
their technical and Internet searching abilities, they are not necessarily skilful. 
)XUWKHUPRUH WKH\ KDYH EH IRXQG WR EH KLJKO\ LQIOXHQFHG E\ DFDGHPLFV¶
technological and information-related practices (Beetham et al., 2009; Lea, 2009). 
For example, undergraduates were found to be primarily guided by what they 
WKRXJKW WKHLU WXWRU ZRXOG EH ORRNLQJ IRU LQ WKHLU DVVLJQPHQW DQG WKHLU WXWRUV¶
Powerpoint slides (Lea, 2009). This is despite other findings that indicate that 
XQGHUJUDGXDWHV GR QRW UDWH WKHLU WXWRUV¶ WHFKQRORJLFDO VNLOOV (Hardy et al., 2009; 
Smith et al., 2009) or indeed feel their tutors have sufficient skills (Beetham et al., 
2009).  
4.4 Facebook 
Whilst µ*RRJOH8.¶ (www.google.co.uk) continues to be the most visited website by 
UK students, the second most popular UK website is µ)DFHERRN¶ 
(www.facebook.com) (Goad, 2009). One Russell Group university study claims that 
Facebook has become enmeshed into the daily lives and social interactions of most 
undergraduates (Selwyn, 2007). Studies in both the US and UK found that 
Facebook is primarily used by college and university students for maintaining and 
intensifying relationships with people they already have pre-established 
relationships with offline (Bumgarner, 2007; Ellison et al., 2007; Selwyn, 2007; 
Pempek et al., 2009). Typically, these are other students in nearby dormitories or on 
the same course. Many of these relationships are found to be with old school friends 
(Ellison et al., 2007; Pempek et al., 2009). Facebook interactions have even been 
observed between undergraduates situated in the same house, library or computer 
laboratory (Selwyn, 2007). Rarely are Facebook relationships with people the 
students did not previously know offline (Bumgarner, 2007; Pempek et al., 2009).  
The most common student activity within Facebook appears to be making posting 
RQ IULHQGV¶ ZDOOV (Bumgarner, 2007; Lankshear and Knobel, 2007; Pempek et al., 
2009) although one US study (Pempek et al., 2009) study found that many students 
spent more time observing content on Facebook rather than actually posting 
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content, and Lankshear and Knoble (2007) found this to be just one part of a 
seamless, multimodal exchange involving other social applications. Bumgarner 
(2007) described much of the content of the wall posting as ³JRVVLS´ and Selwyn 
(2007) notes that ³OLWWOH WRGRZLWK LVVXHVRI LQWHOOHFWXDOHQGHDYRXURUFROODERUDWLYH
OHDUQLQJ SHU VH´ being more about more mundane matters like making social 
arrangements. As Facebook is configured around institutional e-mail addresses, 
making social arrangements with other local students is arguably easier and, as 
Bumgarner (2007) VWDWHV ³Gossip is more interesting when it involves people one 
knows´ 
Various other motivations have been identified for why students devote around 30 
minutes everyday to Facebook (Pempek et al., 2009). These include voyeurism, 
exhibitionism and harvesting of Facebook friends (Bumgarner, 2007), although one 
study found that students had doubts about other students who had an 
overabundance of Facebook friends (Tong et al., 2008). In two studies (Joinson, 
2008; Pempek et al., 2009) Facebook was used by students to create and express 
WKHLU LGHQWLWLHV DOWKRXJK %XPJDUQHU¶V (2007) study found this an infrequent 
motivation. This study found that students use Facebook as the sole source of 
IULHQGV¶FRQWDFWLQIRUPDtion. 
4.5 Conclusion 
This chapter began citing the conclusions of various studies into pre-university 
VWXGHQWV¶ XVH RI WKH ,QWHUQHW 7KH QXPEHU RI XQGHUJUDGXDWHV LQYROYHG LQ WKLV
research is relatively small compared to those studies where the aim was to produce 
findings that could be generalised to the entire population of UK undergraduates. 
However, as stated earlier, the outcomes of this study may have broader 
applicability if the reader can see sufficient similarity between its context and their 
own situation. Regardless, the pre-university studies cited above are relevant to this 
research since many of the students who took part in this research have only just 
left school. It follows that one additional question that this research addresses is:  
RQ6-2011: To what extent do the findings from pre-university Internet literacy 
studies coincide with the findings from this research? 
This chapter has also demonstrated that the Internet has afforded a variety of novel 
practices requiring essentially new abilities. Notwithstanding those who adopt a 
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more reserved position when describing the impact of the Internet, I believe that 
these new affordances and abilities are profound and deserve particular attention 
within HE. Research suggests that undergraduates are responding to these new 
Internet technologies in unpredictable ways, particularly regarding how they use the 
Internet for their studies. I believe there is merit in framing these discussions around 
newer conceptions of literacy, namely Internet literacies.   
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Chapter 5: Internet literacies 
The purpose of this chapter is to contextualise this research within the educational 
literature related to literacy. It concludes with the definition of Internet literacies that 
underpinned the latter stages of this research. 
5.1 Development of literacy within the educational discourse 
Sonia Livingstone found it useful to conceptualise her young people Internet-related 
studies within more recent conceptualisations of literacy. These tend to extend 
literacy as reading and writing text, to include the ³WKH VNLOOV DQGFRPSHWHQFLHVRI
WKRVHRQWKHUHFHLYLQJHQGRIWKHSURGXFWVRIWKH,&7LQGXVWULHV´ (Gillen and Barton, 
2010:4). According to Lonsdale and McCurry (2004) they need to be understood 
historically and ³DJDLQVW D EDFNJURXQG RI SURIRXQG HFRQRmic, social, political, 
HFRQRPLF DQG FXOWXUDO FKDQJH´. The following paragraphs identify significant 
milestones in the development of literacy within the educational-related literature. 
The earliest conceptions of literacy focused on SHRSOH¶V DELOLW\ WR GHcode and 
encode text (Gurak, 2001). The term µOLWHUDF\¶ was coined towards the end of the 
19th century to express achievement and possession of what was increasingly seen 
as a necessary skill (Williams, 1983). At this time the existence or absence of a 
marriage register signature was frequently used during research to indicate literacy 
levels (Mace, 2001). From the mid 20th century this conception was replaced by one 
where being literate implied a higher level of cognitive ability and scholars made 
judgements about the superiority of one culture above another (Gurak, 2001). For 
example, it followed that those living in Western cultures surrounded by the printed 
word saw themselves as superior to other cultures that communicated their history 
and cultural knowledge orally (Cook-Gumperz, 1986; Gurak, 2001). Arguably, this 
view of literacy is still popular today with reading and writing print being valued more 
than other forms of communication (Gurak, 2001; Lankshear and Knobel, 2003). 
However, it was it was not until the 1970s that the term µOLWHUDF\¶ became prominent 
in educational discourse. Lankshear & Knobel (2003) cite three reasons for this shift. 
The first relates to the µGLVFRYHU\¶ of widespread illiteracy amongst adults in 
emerging post-industrial societies (Behrens, 1994). Schools were seen to be failing 
to ensure that all learners became literate. One consequence was a suite of 
government initiatives that led to literacy quickly becoming a considerable industry, 
as public and private interests produced a diverse range of literacy-related products 
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and services for different educational groups (Lankshear and Knobel, 2003). The 
VHFRQGUHODWHVWRWKHULVHLQSURPLQHQFHRI3DXOR)UHLUH¶V (1970) work. He believed 
that schools deliberately perpetuated a constrained conception of literacy in order to 
maintain social inequalities (Tyner, 1998). Paulo Freire stressed that the 
conceptions that are valued are those propagated by schooling and the literacy 
practices that students bring to the classroom have little value. The third reason 
relates to the increasing popularity of a socio-cultural perspective within studies of 
language in the social sciences. Whereas the traditional view of literacy had been 
largely psychological or cognitive and ³a set of abilities or skills residing inside 
SHRSOH¶V KHDGV´ (Gee, 2008:2), unrelated to the text being decoded, literacy was 
seen as more of a sociological concept, culturally relative (Cook-Gumperz, 1986; 
Gee, 1991; Crowther et al., 2001; Rodríguez Illera, 2004), and a new µERWWRPOLQH¶ in 
education.  
Hence, literacy conceptions have expanded from encoding and decoding printed 
text to considering reading (or writing) as a meaning-making activity and that 
different texts require different backgrounds and skills if they are to be read 
meaningfully. Lankshear and Knobel (2007) suggest that texts can be read in 
different ways dependent XSRQ SHRSOH¶V H[SHULHQFHV RI SUDFWLFHV LQ ZKLFK WKHVH
texts occur. To stress the plurality of literacy, some scholars prefer using the term 
µOLWHUDFLHV¶. 
5.2 Literacy to Literacies 
The 1980s witnessed increasing use of the term µOLWHUDFLHV¶ (Lankshear and Knobel, 
2003). Two overlapping motivations are apparent in the literature. The first, is a 
consequence of more socio-cultural approaches towards literacy where notions of a 
single, all-embracing, powerful literacy that applied to all social practices and cultural 
groups became increasingly untenable (Wagner, 2004). Street (1984), who is 
credited with coining and popularising the term µOLWHUDFLHV¶ (Wagner, 2004), found 
evidence of multiple literacies existing within single communities. Gee (1991) 
extended the idea stating that an individual experiences different literacies 
depending on the social practice, culture or subculture they were encountering. The 
second motivation relates to a feeling that the term µOLWHUDF\¶ has ³PRQROLWKLF´ 
connotations (Tyner, 1998) and does not capture the breadth of literacy abilities 
involved in making meaning from the multitude of subjects, genres, medias and 
contexts that individuals encounters, particularly negotiating the Internet (Unsworth, 
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2001; Lankshear and Knobel, 2003). At another level, Street (1996) argues that 
printed texts have always been multi-modal in the sense that they contain different 
font faces, scripts, font sizes, layouts and now images. Hence, literacy has always 
involved more than encoding and decoding skills to make meaning of printed texts. 
To emphasise the multitude of literacy abilities both old and new, scholars and 
educationalists began to fracture literacy into chronologically and/or conceptually 
new literacies. For example, various subject literacies were coined that essentially 
meant competence or proficiency in some associated subject area (Lankshear and 
Knobel, 2003). Hence, being maths literate or environmentally literate meant that a 
person knew how to operate the language of the subject well enough to make sense 
of it. Other subject literacies had more literal associations with language per se. 
Lankshear and Knobel (2003) cite conceptions of media literacy where students are 
expected to critically read the media, and consequently recognise potentially hidden 
meaning, purpose and bias.  
The two motivations cited above are particularly evident in the literature around 
conceptions of multiliteracies and more recently, digital literacies (Tyner, 1998; 
Unsworth, 2001; Lankshear and Knobel, 2003). The term µPXOWLOLWHUDFLHV¶ was 
popularised and coined by the self-titled New London Group (Cazden et al., 1996) of 
eminent literacy scholars (Rodríguez Illera, 2004). They envisaged a curriculum 
composed multiple literacies including media literacy and information literacy, with IT 
as the binding force. In common with many new literacies, conceptions of critical 
literacy (for example, Gee, 1993; Luke, 1995) were pivotal, described as the ³DELOity 
to critique a system and its relations to other systems on the basis of the workings of 
SRZHU SROLWLFV LGHRORJ\ DQG YDOXHV´ (Cazden et al., 1996). Critical thinking is 
central to many conceptions of digital literacies (Lonsdale and McCurry, 2004; Gillen 
and Barton, 2010)DOWKRXJKWKHVHWHQGWRFULWLTXH LQGLYLGXDOV¶ OLWHUDF\SUDFWLFHVDV
opposed to identLI\ WKH OLWHUDF\ DELOLWLHV LQYROYHG )RU H[DPSOH -RQHV DQG /HD¶V
(2008) UHFHQW VWXG\ RI XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶ GLJLWDO OLWHUDFLHV IRFXVVHG RQ WKHLU ³WH[WXDO
practices in the construction of knowledge in digital environmenWV´ as opposed to 
³IRUHJURXQGLQJ WHFKQRORJLFDODSSOLFDWLRQVDQG WKHLUDVVRFLDWHGDIIRUGDQFHV´ (Jones 
and Lea, 2008:207) *LOOHQ DQG %DUWRQ¶V UHYLHZ FRQFOXGHG WKDW GLJLWDO OLWHUDFLHV
represent ³the constantly changing practices through which people make traceable 
meanings using digital technologies´ (Gillen and Barton, 2010:9). Underlying these 
conceptions is an understanding that reading and writing on the screen is a different 
experience from traditional reading or writing due to the greater complexity and 
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richness of media types. According to Rodríguez Illera, failure to appreciate 
viewpoint gives the impression that digital literacies are about acquiring skills and 
techniques, and perception that digital literacies are not new, simply an ³DGDSWDWLRQ
of a generic literacy to the practical context introduced by computer and information 
technologies « DQG RI UHGXFLQJ WKH GLJLWDO UHYROXWLRQ WR D VHW RI WHFKQLFDO
appOLFDWLRQV´ (Rodríguez Illera, 2004:48). 
Lankshear and Knobel (2000; 2003; 2006; 2007) have questioned the newness of 
some so-called µQHZOLWHUDFLHV¶. Firstly, they may once have been new, but have now 
³«EHHQ LQFRUSRUDWHG LQWRPDLQVWUHDPHYHU\GD\VRFLDOSUDFWLFHWR WKHSRLQWZKHUH
WKH\ DUH LQYLVLEOH WDNHQ IRU JUDQWHG DQG OLYHG RXW DV µQRUPDO¶´ (Lankshear and 
Knobel, 2006:1). Secondly, some new literacies ³VLPSO\ UHSOLFDWH ORQJVWDQGLQJ
OLWHUDF\SUDFWLFHV´ (Lankshear and Knobel, 2007:7) but using modern technologies. 
They cite how common software bundled into many PCs enables users to easily rip 
music from CDs, splice different songs together, add as background music to a 
video and upload the final product to the Internet for others to experience. Whilst this 
practice is chronologically new, it replicates practices that have existed for many 
years, albeit limited to organisations with bulky equipment and expensive 
reproduction systems. Lankshear and Knobel described such practices as 
peripheral cases of new literacies since they only involve new technical stuff and no 
new ethos stuff. Paradigm cases of new literacies have both new technical stuff and 
new ethos stuff. New ethos stuff mobilises ³YHU\GLIIHUHQWYDOXHVDQGpriorities and 
sensibLOLWLHVWKDQWKHOLWHUDFLHVZHDUHIDPLOLDUZLWK´ (Lankshear and Knobel, 2007:7), 
WHQGLQJ  WR EH PRUH ³participatory´ ³collaborative´ and ³distributed´ than 
conventional literacies and also less ³SXEOLVKHG´ ³individuated´ ³author-centric´and 
³H[SHUW-GRPLQDWHG´. It is also the arena of insiders (Lankshear and Knobel, 2003), 
encapsulated in Web 2.0, where new literacy practices turn ³WKH FRQVXPSWLRQ RI
popular culture LQWRDFWLYHSURGXFWLRQ´ (Lankshear and Knobel, 2007:13). 
Many of the new practice-based conceptions of literacy have theoretical and 
methodological underpinnings in New Literacy Studies, a term coined by Gee (1990) 
and popularised by Street (1996) and Barton (2000). Central is Gee¶V view of 
literacy: ³PDVWHU\RUIOXHQWSHUIRUPDQFHRIDVHFRQGDU\'LVFRXUVH´ (Gee, 1996 in 
Lankshear and Knobel, 2007:3), the ³VHFRQGDU\ 'LVFRXUVH´ being all those 
discourses individuals are involved with outside early family life, and infers that 
being literate includes being able to handle the various human and non-human 
elements (Lankshear and Knobel, 2007:3). New Literacy Studies is informed by 
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applied critical linguistics and social anthropRORJ\ DQG H[DPLQHV ³the nature of 
GLIIHUHQWSDUWLFLSDQWV¶H[SHFWDWLRQVLQWHUSUHWDWLRQVDQGXQGHUVWDQGLQJLQDQ\WH[WXDO
HQFRXQWHU´ (Jones and Lea, 2008:13). In doing so, it highlights that ³reading and 
writing can only be understood in the context of social, cultural, political, economic, 
historical practices which they are a part´(Lankshear and Knobel, 2007:1) and the 
meaning attributed to any text cannot be separated from its associated ³YDOXHVDQG
gestures, context and meaning, actions and objects, talk and interaction, tools and 
VSDFHV´(Lankshear and Knobel, 2003:8). More specifically, literacy is conceived as 
a social practice where some conceptions of literacy are more powerful and 
imposed on other cultures or classes (Street, 2003). &URZWKHU+DPLOWRQDQG7HWW¶V
(2001) describe many conceptions of literacy as being powerful because they are 
³GHHSO\ DQG LQHVFDSDEO\ ERXQG XS ZLWK SURGXFLQJ UHSURGXFLQJ DQG PDLQWDLQLQJ
XQHTXDO DUUDQJHPHQWV RI SRZHU´. For them, the prevailing technical treatment of 
literacy is deliberately misleading and needs to be challenged. From the perspective 
of new literacies, Lankshear and Knobel (2003) have criticised New Literacy Studies 
as referring only to new ways of looking at literacy rather than studies into new 
forms of literacy, and more recently, Gee has pointed out his use of ³WKHWHUPµ1HZ
/LWHUDFLHV 6WXGLHV¶ LV SUREDEO\ XQIRUWXQDWH VLQFH DQ\WKLQJ WKDW RQFH was µQHZ¶ LV
VRRQµROG¶´ (Gee, 2008:2).  
There have been various attempts to classify or differentiate the many conceptions 
of literacy (for example, McClure, 1994; Spitzer et al., 1998; Bawden, 2001; 
Savolainen, 2002; Lonsdale and McCurry, 2004) EXW6WUHHW¶VIUDPHZRUN(1984) has 
arguably been the most influential (Lonsdale and McCurry, 2004) in the field of New 
Literacy Studies. He distinguishes between autonomous and ideological models of 
literacy that Gee (2008) points out are not mutually exclusive, with proponents of the 
latter sometimes acknowledging the former. An autonomous model views literacy as 
a cognitive ability, independent of the context it operates in and more amenable to 
quantitative-type assessments. This model views literacy ³SULQFLSDOO\ DV DQ
LQGLYLGXDOLVWLF LQWHUQDO PDWWHU´ (Andrews, 2007:129), and is a view typically 
promoted by governments and psychologists (Lankshear and Knobel, 2003; Barton, 
2007) and one that has tended to dominate literacy research (Jones and Lea, 2008). 
Writing for the Australian Department of Education, Science and Technology, 
Lonsdale and McCurry (2004) identify the common attributes of this perspective: it is 
SHUFHLYHGDVUHODWHGWRDQLQGLYLGXDO¶VLQWHOOHFWXDODELOLWLHVDQGFDQEHPHDVXUHGYLD
psychological tests; illiteracy is YLHZHGDVDGHILFLWLQDQLQGLYLGXDO¶VDELOLW\IRUZKLFK
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they are largely responsible; literacy is perceived as independent of its context and 
primarily about print based texts; the underlying purpose of literacy education is 
political and about instilling acceptance of the dominant ideologies to enhance 
HFRQRPLFSURGXFWLYLW\,QFRQWUDVW6WUHHW¶V(1984) ideological model of literacy views 
literacy as a social practice that cannot be detached from its context which both 
creates and perpetuates it. This view is more amenable to qualitative research 
methods being encapsulated in New Literacy Studies. Lonsdale and McCurry (2004) 
identified the common attributes of this perspective: Literacy is viewed as a social 
responsibility; there is not just one literacy, but multiple learner-centred literacies 
that involve a diverse range of skills and understandings, for example digital 
literacies; critical thinking skills are frequently paramount in this conception; the 
H[WHQWRIDQLQGLYLGXDO¶VOLWHUDF\FDQRQO\EHDVVHVVHGE\LQWHQVLYHREVHUYDWLon; the 
social context of literacy practices is paramount; outcomes less vocational and more 
holistic, being related to empowerment and building communities.  
5.3 Literacies related to the Internet 
This section develops a framework to enable conceptions of literacy to be positioned 
relative to their µQHZQHVV¶ and the extent to which they lie on a social-skills 
continuum. Webber (2008) noted four different perspectives when exploring the 
question ³ZKDWLVLQIRUPDWLRQOLWHUDF\"´ It could be answered by citing a definition or 
description, by referring to a model or framework that outlines areas of skills and 
knowledge to be developed, by stating the desired attributes of someone considered 
OLWHUDWH RU ZLWK UHIHUHQFH WR WKH SHUVRQ¶V RZQ DUHD RI H[SHUWLVH DQG KRZ WKH\
experience and conceive it. All four perspectives are considered in this section 
which reviews the diversity of conceptions of literacy that relate directly or indirectly 
to the Internet. 
The conceptions of literacy considered in this section foreground being literate in the 
so-called Digital Age. These conceptions are designated by over-arching terms such 
as e-literacy (for example, Martin, 2003), cyber-literacy (for example, Gurak, 2001), 
Web literacy (for example, Sorapure et al., 1998; Reinhardt and Isbell, 2002) and 
digital literacy (for example, Gilster, 1999). Other conceptions of literacy conceived 
before the Digital Age are being reconsidered and reformulated. For example,  
$/$¶V (2000) conception of information literacy. As noted by both Bawden (2001) 
and Tyner (1998), although individuals and organisations use identical terms to label 
µWKHLU¶ conception of literacy, they can differ markedly in emphasis and scope. For 
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example, +RIVWHWWHU¶V (2005) conception of Internet literacy relates to the technical 
skills needed to negotiate and be productive on the Internet, whereas Livingstone¶V 
(2005) conception of Internet literacy relates to how young people use these 
technical skills. That is, Hofstetter (2005) views Internet literacy as a cognitive 
ability, being more skills-based and adopting what Street (1984) terms an 
autonomous model of literacy, whereas Livingstone (2005) views Internet literacy 
PRUHDVDVRFLDOSUDFWLFHDGRSWLQJZKDW6WUHHW¶V (1984) terms an ideological model 
of literacy.  
There have been few attempts to analyse the proliferation of literacies used by 
individuals and organisations, but none delimited to literacies related to the Internet. 
However, Bawden (2001) did review popular literacies related to information literacy 
and digital literacy after conducting a literature search of Library and Information 
Science Abstracts (LISA) and the database Social Scisearch (from 1980 to 1999). 
He distinguished between ³VNLOOHG-based lLWHUDFLHV´ (including various conceptions of 
computer literacy, library literacy and media literacy), ³LQIRUPDWLRQ OLWHUDF\´ per se 
(including conceptions by Zurkowski, Doyle and the American Library Association) 
and ³GLJLWDO OLWHUDFLHV´ (including various conceptions of digital literacy, network 
literacy, Internet literacy, multimedia literacy, hyper-literacy and e-literacy). Since I 
began reviewing this area in 2004, the profile of literacies in LISA has changed and 
the meanings attached to each conception has evolved. For example, in 2005 the 
term µ,QWHUQHWOLWHUDF\¶ was primarily used by Hofstetter (2005) and Yahoo (2002). In 
August 2011, a Google Scholar search of the WHUP µInternet literacy¶ UHYHDOV 
unique uses in the first 100 hits and a LISA (all years) search reveals 25 unique 
conceptions in the journals articles returned. Hence, a more recent review of 
literacies was conducted. This specifically focused on those conceptions of literacy 
related directly or indirectly to the Internet. Furthermore, a framework was 
developed that enabled the various conceptions to be compared and contrasted 
needs. 
Two models of literacy were found useful when comparing the various conceptions 
RI OLWHUDF\ WKDW UHODWH WR WKH ,QWHUQHW )LUVWO\ 6WUHHW¶V (1984) distinction between 
autonomous and ideological conceptions of literacy (see Section 5.2), where the 
latter tends to view literacy as a social practice and the former tends to view literacy 
DVDFRJQLWLYHDELOLW\6HFRQGO\/DQNVKHDUDQG.QREHO¶V (2007) distinction between 
conventional, peripheral and paradigm literacies (see Section 5.2). Lankshear and 
Knobel describe those literacies that are not µQHZ¶ as µFRQYHQWLRQDO¶ literacies, but do 
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not elaborate. For the purpose of developing a framework to compare different 
Internet literacies, conventional literacies include those literacies that may have 
been reconsidered or reformulated in the light of new technologies, but could still 
DSSO\WRSUDFWLFHVWKDWLQYROYHHLWKHUQRRUµROG¶WHFKQRORJLHV,QDGGLWLRQ/DQNVKHDU
and Knobel do not specify what distinguishes old technical or ethos stuff from new 
technical or ethos stuff, implying it is a matter of personal judgement. For the 
purpose of developing a framework, a conception of literacy that is nonsensical 
without the existence of the Internet was considered to be about new technical stuff. 
New ethos stuff was more difficult to define and even more difficult to implement. 
However, if the practices associated with the literacy did not exist before the 
Internet, even in alternative forms, then the conception of literacy was considered to 
be about new ethos stuff. 
7DNHQWRJHWKHU6WUHHW¶V(1984) autonomous and ideological conceptions of literacy,  
DQG/DQNVKHDUDQG.QREHO¶V(2007) conventional, peripheral and paradigm cases of 
literacy, produce six permutations or perspectives of literacy:  
 Conventional 
literacies 
Pre-1997 
New literacies 
(Post-1997) 
 Peripheral cases 
-XVW QHZ µWHFKQLFDO
VWXII¶ 
Paradigm cases 
1HZ µWHFKQLFDO VWXII¶
DQGQHZµHWKRVVWXII¶ 
Autonomous 
literacies 
Literacy as a cognitive 
ability 
Autonomous ±
Conventional 
perspective 
Autonomous ± 
Peripheral 
perspective 
Autonomous ± 
Paradigm perspective 
 
Ideological literacies 
Literacy as a social 
practice 
Ideological ±
Conventional 
perspective 
Ideological ± 
Peripheral 
perspective 
Ideological ± 
Paradigm perspective 
Table 5.1 Internet literacies grid 
The decision to categorise a particular conception of literacy was based on an 
DQDO\VLVRI WKHDVVRFLDWHG OLWHUDWXUH WKHFDYHDW WKDW WKHIUDPHZRUN¶VVL[FDWHJRULHV
are not necessarily distinct or entirely mutually exclusive. The boundaries between 
categories are better considered blurred and overlapping. In addition, authors do not 
always express their conceptions of literacy as explicit definitions. Sometimes it was 
necessary to imply an understanding from more general narratives, standards, 
models and/or frameworks. In this spirit then, the framework is used in the following 
sections to illustrate variation between some prominent perspectives on Internet 
literacies. 
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5.3.1 Autonomous±Conventional perspective 
 Conventional 
literacies 
Pre-2000 
New literacies 
(Post-2000) 
 Peripheral cases 
-XVW QHZ µWHFKQLFDO
VWXII¶ 
Paradigm cases 
1HZ µWHFKQLFDO VWXII¶
DQGQHZµHWKRVVWXII¶ 
Autonomous 
literacies 
Literacy as a cognitive 
ability 
Autonomous ±
Conventional 
perspective 
 
 
Ideological literacies 
Literacy as a social 
practice 
   
The proponents of this perspective view literacy as a cognitive activity (Street, 
1984). This perspective is not necessarily concerned with new technical stuff or new 
ethos stuff (Lankshear and Knobel, 2007). This perspective typically represents 
those literacies that were conceived before the 1990s, but have subsequently been 
reconceived or have received greater interest due to the ubiquitous nature of the 
Internet and the explosion in accessible information (Lankshear and Knobel, 2003).  
Within HE at least, information literacy is one of the most discussed conceptions of 
literacy (Bawden, 2001) due in part to the interest of librarians (Barry, 1997). Coined 
by Zurkowski in 1974 (Webber and Johnston, 2000), with its roots in information 
science and bibliographic/library instruction (Johnston and Webber, 2003) and 
developed from broader conceptions of library literacy (Bruce, 1997; Bawden, 2001), 
discussions have frequently focusVHGRQ LQIRUPDWLRQ OLWHUDF\¶V relationship with the 
skills agenda, in particular IT or computing skills (Bawden, 2001). Although its roots 
can be traced back before personal computers, more widespread interest in 
information literacy did not occur until after the appearance the WWW and as a 
reaction to the perceived increase in the ³KHWHURJHQHLW\ DQG FRPSOH[LW\ RI
LQIRUPDWLRQLQIRUPDWLRQUHVRXUFHVDQGLQIRUPDWLRQVWUXFWXUHV´ ǅSLUDQHFDQG=RULFD
2009:141). 
Hepworth (2000) argues that there have been two main approaches to information 
literacy that SDUDOOHO6WUHHW¶V(1984) autonomous and ideological models of literacy. 
The first relates to this perspective being concerned with the identification of discrete 
skills and attitudes that can be learnt and measured. Hepworth (2000) states that 
this has been the most common approach to information literacy being primarily 
concerned with cognitive abilities. The second approach, typified by %UXFH¶V(1997) 
Seven Faces of Information Literacy model, is concerned with how individuals 
experience and make sense of their world (see Ideological±Conventional 
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perspective). Of the five models of information literacy and information literacy 
standards that Bruce (2004) highlighted as having a significant impact within 
HGXFDWLRQ IRXU UHODWH WR+HSZRUWK¶V (2000) first approach (the fifth being her own 
Seven Faces of Information Literacy model): 
x Eisenberg anG%HUNRZLW]¶V(2003) Big6 information skills  
x 'R\OHV¶(1992) attributes of an information literate person 
x $/$DQG$(&7¶V(1998) Information literacy standards for student learning 
x 7KH $&5/¶V (2000) Information literacy competency standards for higher 
education  
The Big6 (Eisenberg and Berkowitz, 2003) information literacy model has gained 
popularity in US schools and some HEIs (Bruce, 2004). It divides information 
problem solving into six discrete stages (Task Definition, Information Seeking 
Strategies, Location and Access, Use of Information, Synthesis and Evaluation) and 
numerous sub-stages. Although Johnston & Webber (2003) describe it as a ³UDWKHU
PHFKDQLVWLFDSSURDFKWRLQIRUPDWLRQOLWHUDF\´ that encourages a ³UHFLSHDSSURDFKWR
LQIRUPDWLRQ OLWHUDF\´, others feel the approach has advantages in the context of 
training (McClure, 1994)'R\OH¶V(1992) model used Delphi research techniques to 
facilitate discussion between a wide-ranging group of US business, government and 
education information experts. She concluded that information literacy is ³WKHDELOLW\
WRDFFHVVHYDOXDWHDQGXVHLQIRUPDWLRQIURPDYDULHW\RIVRXUFHV´ (Doyle, 1992:2) 
and that an information literate person possesses ten cognitive attributes: 
x Recognises the need for information;  
x Recognises that accurate and complete information is the 
basis for intelligent decision making;  
x Identifies potential sources of information;  
x Develops successful search strategies;  
x Accesses sources of information, including computer-based 
and other technologies;  
x Evaluates information;  
x Organises information for practical application;  
x Integrates new information into an existing body of knowledge, 
and;  
x Uses information in critical thinking and problem solving 
(Doyle, 1992:2) 
Both standards identified by Bruce (2004) were devised through consultation 
between information professionals and educators. The Information Literacy 
Standards for Student Learning (ALA and AECT, 1998) is aimed at US schools and 
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of less relevance to this thesis. The ALA Information Literacy Competency 
Standards for Higher Education arguably contains the most quoted definition of 
information literacy (Spitzer et al., 1998; Webber and Johnston, 2000), defining it as 
a set of abilities that individuals require to ³UHFRJQL]HZKHQ LQIRUPDWion is needed 
DQGKDYHWKHDELOLW\WRORFDWHHYDOXDWHDQGXVHHIIHFWLYHO\WKHQHHGHGLQIRUPDWLRQ´ 
(ALA, 2000:2). Their standards were conceived as a response to ³UDSLG
WHFKQRORJLFDO FKDQJH DQG SUROLIHUDWLQJ LQIRUPDWLRQ UHVRXUFHV´ (ALA, 2000:2) in 
contemporary society where ³XQILOWHUHG IRUPats´ raise questions about the 
³DXWKHQWLFLW\ YDOLGLW\ DQG UHOLDELOLW\´ (ALA, 2000:2) of information found. The ALA 
standards have influenced many information literacy frameworks and models. Their 
emphasis on competencies is apparent in most (Spitzer et al., 1998; Webber and 
Johnston, 2000), including the SCONUL Seven Pillars model of information literacy 
popular in UK HE (Boon et al., 2007). Like the ALA standards (ALA, 2000:2), this 
model was motivated by concerns about undergraduates having to increasingly 
consider areas of provenance, accuracy, ownership, copyright and the reliability of 
material obtained via the Internet and the increased potential for plagiarism 
(SCONUL, 2007)6&218/¶VODWHVWthree dimensional model conceives information 
literacy as encompassing most other key literacies including digital literacy, stating 
that ³,QIRUPDWLRQOLWHUDWHSHRSOHZLOOGHPRQVWUDWHDQDwareness of how they gather, 
use, manage, synthesise and create information and data in an ethical manner and 
ZLOO KDYH WKH LQIRUPDWLRQ VNLOOV WR GR VR HIIHFWLYHO\´ (SCONUL Working Group on 
Information Literacy, 2011). Whilst the Internet is not mentioned per se, it is implied 
LQ WKHPRGHO¶V VXSSRUWLQJGRFXPHQWDWLRQZKLFK FRQVLVWHQWO\SODFHVGLJLWDO VRXUFHV
alongside with print sources, as part of the ³,QIRUPDWLRQ/LWHUDF\/DQGVFDSH´: 
 
 
 
Figure 5.1 SCONUL Seven Pillars Model for Information Literacy (SCONUL, 2011) 
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The SCONUL model is not without criticism from those working in the Library and 
,QIRUPDWLRQ ILHOG )RU H[DPSOH :DOWRQ DQG +HSZRUWK¶V (2011) study produced 
evidence of first year undergraduates attaining the higher SCONUL pillar levels, 
whereas the model states that people move from novice to expert through their 
learning life28. In addition, Walton and Hepworth have aOVR FULWLFLVHG WKH PRGHO¶V
assumption that being able to recognise an information gap occurs in the initial 
stages of satisfying an information need. They found that most students in their 
study only recognised an information gap when reflecting upon their information 
searching experiences. 
5.3.2 Autonomous-Peripheral perspective 
 Conventional 
literacies 
Pre-2000 
New literacies 
(Post-2000) 
 Peripheral cases 
-XVW QHZ µWHFKQLFDO
VWXII¶ 
Paradigm cases 
1HZ µWHFKQLFDO VWXII¶
DQGQHZµHWKRVVWXII¶ 
Autonomous 
literacies 
Literacy as a cognitive 
ability 
 Autonomous ± 
Peripheral 
perspective 
 
Ideological literacies 
Literacy as a social 
practice 
   
The proponents of this perspective view literacy as a cognitive ability (Street, 1984) 
and one that is concerned with new technical stuff (Lankshear and Knobel, 2007). 
Two literacies are considered in this section: digital literacy and media literacy. 
The 1980s witnessed the fracturing of literacy into component literacies (Lankshear 
and Knobel, 2003) and the origins of Internet literacies and qualification structures 
that attempted to encapsulate the skills and competencies required by the ICT 
industry to satisfy the need for a technical literate workforce (Gillen and Barton, 
2010). With the Internet firmly established in the economy and increasingly in 
education, concepts of µGLJLWDOOLWHUDF\¶ were introduced that focussed on the µVRIWHU¶ 
skills and competencies required to cope with the products of the ICT industries 
(Gillen and Barton, 2010). Gilster (1999) arguably popularised the term µGLJLWDO
OLWHUDF\¶ (Bawden, 2001) with his book of the same name. Gilster (1999) conceived 
digital literacy as an extension of the traditional concept of literacy and ³«WKHDELOLW\
to understand and use information in multiple formats from a wide range of sources 
                                               
28 The latest model does also state that individuals can move down a pillar if they do not keep-up with 
changes in the information literacy landscape 
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ZKHQLWLVSUHVHQWHGYLDFRPSXWHUV´(Gilster, 1999:1). Whilst this definition stresses 
the potential breadth of his conception of digital literacy (not just the Internet), most 
of his book is firmly centred on the issues around the increased use of the Internet, 
the consequences for literacy education and the additional competencies required: 
³7KHPRVWHVVHQWLDORIWKHVHLVWKHDELOLW\WRPDNHLQIRUPHGMXGJHPHQWVDERXWZKDW
you find on-OLQH´ (Gilster, 1999:1). Digital literacy has also been an ongoing inclusion 
WKHPH RI WKH (XURSHDQ &RPPLVVLRQ¶V (2000; 2004; 2007; 2010) vision of an e-
Europe and i2010 where digital literacy is defined as ³WKHFRQILGHQWDQGFULWLFDOXVH
RI,&7IRUZRUNOHLVXUHOHDUQLQJDQGFRPPXQLFDWLRQ´ (European Commission, 2007) 
using the term µ,&7¶ as a synonym for a µFRPSXWHU¶ rather than some broader 
conception (for example, Andrews et al., 2002). However, more recently the 
European Commission has shifted its attention from a technical competencies 
conception of digital literacy, to media literacy as a critical literacy defining it as ³the 
ability to understand and critically evaluate different aspects and content of the 
PHGLD´ (EurActiv, 2010). Emphasising the digital aspects of media literacy, µGLJLWDO
PHGLDOLWHUDF\¶ is the term used in the Digital Britain report (BIS & DCMS, 2009) in 
its instruction to Ofcom to assess its current responsibilities in ³HTXLSSLQJHYHU\RQH
WREHQHILW IURP'LJLWDO%ULWDLQ´ (BIS & DCMS, 2009:235)2IFRP¶V (2009) response 
was three tiered: firstly to ensure all citizens have access to digital technologies, 
including broadband; secondly to ensure citizens acquire and develop digital life 
skills; finally, to be digitally media literate. They define the latter as ³WKHDELOLW\WRXVH
XQGHUVWDQG DQG FUHDWH GLJLWDO PHGLD DQG FRPPXQLFDWLRQV´ (Ofcom, 2009:5) and 
imply that those that are digitally media literate have the highest level digital life 
skills, describing them as digital media ³FUHDWRUs´ and ³SLRQHHUs´ who might be 
³Rnline entrepreneurs´ or ³VRFLDO PHGLD H[SHUWs´ (Ofcom, 2009:18). Ofcom draws 
parallels between media literacy, information literacy and digital literacy claiming 
they contain ³UHODWHG YLVLRQV RI WKH WHFKQLFDO DQG FULWLFDO WKLQNLQJ VNLOOV´ (Ofcom, 
2009:4). Bawden (2001) has also stated that media literacy, information literacy and 
digital literacy are frequently used interchangeably. 
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5.3.3 Autonomous±Paradigm perspective 
 Conventional 
literacies 
Pre-2000 
New literacies 
(Post-2000) 
 Peripheral cases 
-XVW QHZ µWHFKQLFDO
VWXII¶ 
Paradigm cases 
1HZ µWHFKQLFDO VWXII¶
DQGQHZµHWKRVVWXII¶ 
Autonomous 
literacies 
Literacy as a cognitive 
ability 
 
 Autonomous ± 
Paradigm perspective 
 
Ideological literacies 
Literacy as a social 
practice 
   
The proponents of this perspective view literacy as a cognitive ability (Street, 1984), 
one that is primarily concerned with new technical stuff and one that proponents 
claim contains new ethos stuff (Lankshear and Knobel, 2007). This section 
FRQVLGHUV3UHQVN\¶VFODLP WKDWSURJUDPPLQJ OLWHUDF\ LV WKHQHZ OLWHUDF\RI WKHst 
Century. 
3UHQVN\¶V describes programming literacy as the  
³Whe ability to make digital technology do whatever, within the possible 
one wants it to do - to bend digital technology to one's needs, purposes, 
and will, just as in the present we bend words and images. Some call this 
skill human-machine interaction; some call it procedural literacy. Others 
just call it programming.´ 
(Prensky, 2008).  
This broad conception of programming includes any procedural interactions with 
digital technologies, from editing the HTML that makes up a web page to 
programming in a low-level Web programming language like PHP. For Prensky, 
being able to program will increasingly differentiate those that simply consume pre-
packaged applications from those that use programming to increase the affordances 
offered by digital technologies, including Internet-based applications. Whereas 
previously, computer programming had been restricted to an elite of ³QHUGV´, 
Prensky (2008) claims that recent technologies enable any user to easily program a 
digital device. It is this new potential that makes programming essentially a new 
literacy. It requires abilities that were hitherto beyond the scope of the general 
population. Without explicitly referring to his conception of the digital native-
immigrant divide (Prensky, 2001b; Prensky, 2001a), he envisages a literate and elite 
younger generation supporting those who have failed to recognise or utilise the 
power of programming. 
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5.3.4 Ideological±Conventional perspective 
 Conventional 
literacies 
Pre-2000 
New literacies 
(Post-2000) 
 Peripheral cases 
-XVW QHZ µWHFKQLFDO
VWXII¶ 
Paradigm cases 
1HZ µWHFKQLFDO VWXII¶
DQGQHZµHWKRVVWXII¶ 
Autonomous 
literacies 
Literacy as a cognitive 
ability 
 
 
 
Ideological literacies 
Literacy as a social 
practice 
Ideological ±
Conventional 
perspective 
  
The proponents of this perspective view literacy as a social practice (Street, 1984), 
but not one that is necessarily concerned with new technical stuff or contains any 
underlying new ethos stuff (Lankshear and Knobel, 2007). This section considers 
WKH1HZ/RQGRQ*URXS¶V(Cazden et al., 1996) conception of multiliteracies. %UXFH¶V
(1997) conception of information literacy (mentioned later) would also be embraced 
by this perspective. 
7KH 1HZ /RQGRQ *URXS¶V conception of multiliteracies (Cazden et al., 1996) is 
widely cited within the educational literature relating to Internet-related literacies and 
has been influential in changing conceptions of literacy within pre-university 
education (Lankshear and Knobel, 2003; Rodríguez Illera, 2004). The Group stress 
two fundamental changes in society that the concept of multiliteracies responds to: 
Firstly, the recognition that there are fundamental differences in the way people now 
use technologies and secondly the diversity of culture and language within an 
increasingly global community (Leu et al., 2004). Their conception of multiliteracies 
comprising four components that each highlight a particular social-cultural 
dimension. These were summarised by Cope and Kalantzis (2000) as Situated 
Practice, where users draw upon their experiences, Overt Instruction which 
UHFRJQLVHV WKDW WHDFKLQJ XOWLPDWHO\ LQYROYHV FRPPXQLFDWLQJ RWKHUV¶ µWKLQNLQJ DQG
XQGHUVWDQGLQJ¶ IUDPHZRUNV, Critical Framing which recognises the unequal power 
relationships within any communication, and Transformed Practice where the 
products of VWXGHQWV¶HIIRUWVPLJKWLQIOXHQFHWKHLURZQVRFLDOIXWXUHV7RJHWKHUWKH\
IRUPWKHUDWLRQDOHIRUWKH*URXS¶VQotion of Design that requires students to consider 
a richer understanding of semiotics than traditional authoring (Gillen and Barton, 
2010). Within thH1HZ/RQGRQJURXS¶V Design framework, being literate is seen as 
involving a set of literacies that emerge ³DV LQGLYLGXDOV IURP GLIIHUHQW FXOWXUDO
FRQWH[WVHQFRXQWHURQHDQRWKHUZLWKLQGLIIHUHQWFRPPXQLFDWLRQ WHFKQRORJLHV´ (Leu 
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et al., 2004:1587). Internet-related literacies are just one of many literacies that 
LQGLYLGXDOVQHHG WRGHYHORS LQ WRGD\¶V VRFLHW\ LQFOXGLQJPXOWLPHGLDDQG workplace 
literacies. 
5.3.5 Ideological±Peripheral perspective 
 Conventional 
literacies 
Pre-2000 
New literacies 
(Post-2000) 
 Peripheral cases 
-XVW QHZ µWHFKQLFDO
VWXII¶ 
Paradigm cases 
1HZ µWHFKQLFDO VWXII¶
DQGQHZµHWKRVVWXII¶ 
Autonomous 
literacies 
Literacy as a cognitive 
ability 
 
 
 
Ideological literacies 
Literacy as a social 
practice 
 Ideological ± 
Peripheral 
perspective 
 
The proponents of this perspective tend to view literacy as a social practice (Street, 
1984), one that is primarily concerned with new technical stuff (Lankshear and 
Knobel, 2007)7KLVVHFWLRQIRFXVHVRQ/LYLQJVWRQH¶VFRQFHSWLRQRIInternet literacy. 
Towards the end of the early 20th century, it was rare for the term µ,QWHUQHWOLWHUDF\¶ 
to be used formally, with most uses being confined to informal interactions (Bawden, 
2001). When it did appear in the literature and elsewhere, it referred to finding, 
evaluating and publishing information on the Web (for example, Yahoo! Inc, 2002; 
Hofstetter, 2005). More recently, the term has become more widespread and 
LQFUHDVLQJO\ FRQFHSWLRQV KDYH HPSKDVLVHG VWXGHQWV¶ ,QWHUQHW-related social 
SUDFWLFHVSULPDULO\ LQDQDWWHPSWWREHWWHU LGHQWLI\VWXGHQWV¶ ,QWHUQHW-related needs. 
Livingstone (2003; 2003; 2005) is one of the main proponents of this approach, 
LQIOXHQFHG E\ KHU UHVHDUFK LQWR DGXOWV¶ PHGLD OLWHUDF\ (Livingstone and Thumim, 
2003) DQG WKHQ VWXGHQWV¶  WR  \HDUV ,QWHUQHW EHKDYLRXU (Livingstone et al., 
2005). As stated earlier, this led her to question the rhHWRULFVXUURXQGLQJVWXGHQWV¶
supposedly high levels of Internet-related abilities, particularly their ability to 
evaluate Internet sources. In 2008 she returned to some of the students surveyed, 
all of whom were then approaching university age. She found that whilst their 
Internet use had evolved, their Internet-related abilities had not (Livingstone, 2008). 
:KLOVW 8. &KLOGUHQ *R 2QOLQH¶V KHDGOLQHV KDYH IRFXVHG RQ WKH SUH-university 
VWXGHQWV¶ VNLOOV WKH VWXGLHV DOVR FRQVLGHUHG VWXGHQWV¶ ,QWHUQHW-related social 
practices more generally. In addition to the technical and skills-based dimension to 
Internet literacy already implied, Livingstone proposes two other dimensions. Firstly, 
she identifies a situational dimension to Internet liWHUDF\ZKHUHVWXGHQWV¶SUDFWLFHV
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and skills must be understood in terms of the particular activity, the technology being 
used, the interface¶V design and how institutions shape the interactions taking place. 
That is, being Internet literate cannot be understood as a neutral technical skill. 
Secondly, she identifies a context-independent dimension to Internet literacy, where 
certain Internet competencies become valued or are disapproved. In contrast to 
some other forms of literacy, Internet literacies have tended to emphasize the critical 
aspects of print literacy due to the dominance of text on the Web. Overall she 
concludes: 
³\RXQJSHRSOH¶V internet literacy does not yet match the headline image 
of the intrepid pioneer, not because young people lack imagination or 
initiative, but because the institutions that manage their internet access 
DQGXVHDUHFRQVWUDLQLQJRUXQVXSSRUWLYH´ (Livingstone, 2008:110) 
Examples of institutional constraints include the emphasis media companies place 
on violating copyright infringement from illegal music downloading and how 
educational institutions are increasingly instigating plagiarism procedures 
(Livingstone, 2008).  
5.3.6 Ideological±Paradigm perspective 
 Conventional 
literacies 
Pre-2000 
New literacies 
(Post-2000) 
 Peripheral cases 
-XVW QHZ µWHFKQLFDO
VWXII¶ 
Paradigm cases 
1HZ µWHFKQLFDO VWXII¶
DQGQHZµHWKRVVWXII¶ 
Autonomous 
literacies 
Literacy as a cognitive 
ability 
 
 
 
Ideological literacies 
Literacy as a social 
practice 
  Ideological ± 
Paradigm perspective 
 
The proponents of this perspective view literacy as a social practice (Street, 1984), 
and one that is concerned with both new technical stuff and new ethos stuff 
(Lankshear and Knobel, 2007) ,W PLJKW DOVR EH UHIHUUHG WR DV D µVRFLR-WHFKQLFDO¶
perspective as first described by Trist and Bamforth (1951). In this section two 
conceptions of Information Literacy 2.0 are considered. 
Within this perspective, various conceptions of digital literacies have already been 
SUHVHQWHGKLJKOLJKWLQJWKHLUUHODWLRQWRQHZGLJLWDOWHFKQRORJLHVDQGVWXGLHVRIXVHUV¶
practices. 0RUHUHFHQWO\6FDQGLQDYLDQVFKRODUVKDYHFULWLTXHGSRSXODUFRQFHSWLRQ¶V
of information literacy claiming they neglect how individuals interact with information, 
technologies and other people (Tuominen et al., 2005). They argue librarians and 
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information specialists have tended to narrowly conceive information literacy as a 
practical, strategic and user-centric concept, with the consequence that most related 
texts consist of lists of information skills required to be literate in a modern 
information-intensive society. They propose that information literacy should be 
reconceived as a µVRFLR-WHFKQLFDO SUDFWLFH¶ and hence take into account the 
³FRPSOH[ V\VWHP RI VRFial relationships, socio-technical configurations, and work 
organisDWLRQ´ (Tuominen et al., 2005:331) present in most information encounters. 
7KDW LV SUHYLRXV FRQFHSWLRQV RI LQIRUPDWLRQ OLWHUDF\ WKDW IRFXVHG RQ LQGLYLGXDOV¶
abilities to find and evaluate so-called µDXWKRULWDWLYH WH[WV¶, and which tended 
abstract information literacy skills in the name of life-long learning, need to be 
UHFRQILJXUHG%DVHGRQ*HH¶V(2003) work on video games and literacy, Tuominen, 
Savolainen and Talja re-conceptualise information literacy as a socio-technical 
practice that entails: 
³« an understanding that people are information literate in a given 
domain if they can recognize and evaluate (read) and produce (write) 
knowledge claims in that domain and if they have the ability to assess the 
knowledge produced in the domain´ 
(Tuominen et al., 2005:340)  
This approach sees this new information literacy movement as primarily about 
³HQDEOLQJ JURXSV DQG FRPPXQities to cultivate existing information strategies and 
DERXWVXSSRUWLQJWKHPLQWKHLULQWHUDFWLRQVZLWKLQIRUPDWLRQWHFKQRORJLHV´ (Tuominen 
et al., 2005:341). Information technologies are perceived as being far from being 
neutral in terms of enabling communications. 
ǅSLUDQHFDQG=RULFD(2009) and Tuominen (2007) have applied the ideas present in 
Tuominen, Savolainen and Talja (2005) paper to Web 2.0 technologies. These they 
claim have afforded new ways in which individuals interact with information. Users 
have moved from being passive recipients of information to being information 
producers, creators and co-creators. For ǅSLUDQHF DQG =RULFD (2009) entirely new 
types of information resources, information seeking behaviour and user expectations 
have emerged. As information and knowledge are increasingly socially produced 
and distributed, social relationships become the most effective method of access. 
For Tuominen (2007) Web 2.0 technologies have caused an ³HURVLRQ RI WKH
LQIRUPDWLRQ FRQWH[W´ where users find it increasingly difficult to determine the 
authority of what they read. Both claim that new literacies are needed to deal with 
these changes and propose that classical information literacy with its emphasis on 
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acquiring abilities to ethically seek, use and create information, needs to evolve to 
encompass Web 2.0 technologies. 
Tuominen (2007) proposes that information literacy should be entirely re-
conceptualised as µLQIRUPDWLRQ OLWHUDF\ ¶ where individuals, groups and 
organisations judge the trustworthiness of sources using µQHZ¶ information literacy 
skills and with the support of µVRFLR-WHFKQLFDOILOWHULQJV\VWHPV¶. These are described 
as being µSRVLWLYH¶ or µSRVW-ILOWHULQJ¶ (for example, the combination of social 
bookmarks sites, wikis and recommendation/voting systems) and µQHJDWLYH¶ or µSUH-
ILOWHULQJ¶ (for example, the combination of lists of parodies and spoof sites, lists of 
counterfeit and phishing sites). Tuominen (2007) states that the ³EDVLFJRDORIWKHVH
systems is to recreate or reconstruct the social context of LQIRUPDWLRQ´ that has been 
eroded by many Web 2.0 technologies. Tuominen (2007) envisages information 
literacy 2.0 is about both effectively using these social filtering systems and being 
collectively involved in their development using Web 2.0 techniques like reviewing, 
commentating, tagging or rating. This philosophy has parallels with Lankes (2008) 
proposal that users are increasingly judging the trustworthiness of a source in terms 
of reliability rather than authority. However, unlike Lankes (2008), Tuominen (2007) 
does not ultimately extend his trust to specific Web 2.0 sites. For example, Lankes 
(2008) claims that Wikipedia and other group editing is at least trustworthy as 
traditional encyclopaedias. 
ǅSLUDQHFDQG=RULFD (2009) also propose that information literacy be expanded to 
include the information spaces that have brought about Web 2.0. By retaining the 
tenets of information literacy, they expand the concept to include µLQIRUPDWLRQ
OLWHUDF\¶ which they claim resolves the anomalies in previous conceptions. That 
is, current conceptions of information literacy reflect a ³VWURQJ GHSHQGHQFH RQ D
print-based culture which is incongruent with the transient and hybrid nature of 
GLJLWDOHQYLURQPHQWV´ ǅSLUDQHFDQG=RULFD and there is a need to move 
away from this inherently objectivist view of information seeking, to one that 
recognises the participative and multi-modal nature of Web 2.0, and is more 
constructivist. Fundamental to their approach is the claim that classical conceptions 
of information literacy view information seeking as a neutral process, unaffected by 
the external contexts of the information being sought. They propose:  
³LQWHUSUHWLQJLQIRUPDtion literacy as a socio-technical practice which takes 
into consideration new complex systems of social relationships, new 
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socio-technical configurations and organizations WKDW FRQVWLWXWH WRGD\¶V
reality [and] makes necessary new kinds of competencies´ 
ǅSLUDQHFDQG=RULFD  
In contrast to the conception that information literacy 2.0 is about using Web 2.0 for 
information literacy training and activities, ǅpiranec and Zorica (2009) conceptualise 
information literacy 2.0 as taking into account the social, ideological and physical 
contexts and environments in which information and technical artefacts are used. 
They also reject the idea that information literacy 2.0 is solely concerned with Web 
2.0, preferring to perceive a ³FRQWLQXXPRILQIRUPDWLRQDUWHfacts, be they oral, digital, 
SULQWHGFROOHFWLYHLQQDWXUH´ǅSLUDQHFDQG=RULFD.  
5.4 Conclusion 
This section has demonstrated that there are wide variations in conceptions of 
literacy that relate to the Internet, particularly in terms of the extent to which they are 
primarily concerned with new technologies, the extent to which they are essentially 
about new ways of thinking about literacy, and the extent to which they highlight 
cognitive abilities as opposed to social practices. This leads to the following 
definition of the term µ,QWHUQHWOLWHUDFLHV¶: 
The abilities a person or social group draws upon when interacting with Internet 
technologies to derive or produce meaning, and the social, learning and work-
related practices that these abilities are applied to. 
This definition captures the complementary nature of literacy as a cognitive ability 
and a social practice (Street, 1984), and depending on the practice being 
considered, may be thought of as a paradigm or peripheral case of new literacies 
(Lankshear and Knobel, 2007). Unlike many conceptions of digital literacies (for 
example, Gillen and Barton, 2010), it does not solely focus on leaving some digital 
trace, since some Internet-related activities, for example searching online to satisfy 
some information need, leave no digital trace. However, this definition does share 
much with Jones DQG/HD¶V(2008) conception of digital literacies, albeit restricted to 
Internet technologies. In addition, this definition stresses a socio-technological 
perspective in that Internet literacies can relate to, or be a property of, an individual 
or a social group.  
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Chapter 6: Learning designs for Internet literacies 
The more action-orientated aspects of this research relate to the abilities our 
undergraduates draw upon when interacting with Internet technologies as part of 
their Information Management studies, life-long learning and future employment, 
and the support we provide to facilitate this. Despite the vast literature related to HE 
and e-learning, little guidance exists to support university departments developing 
their VWXGHQWV¶ ,QWHUQHW-related literacies. This view is supported by Goodfellow 
(2011). This chapter explores the literature that does exist, highlighting those 
conclusions considered particularly relevant. This chapter EHJLQV ZLWK %ORRP¶V
Taxonomy, a meta-schema for classifying educational objectives, and shows how it 
has been developed for digital technologies.  
6.1 %ORRP¶V7D[RQRP\ 
%ORRP¶VTaxonomy of Educational Objectives (Bloom et al., 1956) has arguably had 
a profound impact on course design and assessment (Seddon, 1978). It attempts to 
categorise the statements made by teachers when capturing course objectives and 
the corresponding test items that assess them. As such, it forms the basis of a 
meta-language for educators to compare and analyse curricula. These were divided 
into three broad domains: µcRJQLWLYH¶, µaIIHFWLYH¶ and µpV\FKRPRWRU¶. The cognitive 
domain has developed by Bloom and his team. Krathwohl RQH RI %ORRP¶V WHDP
members, went on to write about the affective domain (Krathwohl et al., 1964; 
Krathwohl, 1973) although not so extensively. Little has been written about the 
psychomotor domain (Boyle, 2007). For the cognitive domain, Bloom determined six 
major categories: 
1.00 Knowledge - the ability to recall specific facts, key terms, and basic 
principles 
2.00 Comprehension - WKHDELOLW\WRVWDWHLGHDVLQRQH¶VRZQWHUPVDQGWR
interpret and extrapolate a set of data 
3.00 Application - the ability to apply principles in novel situations 
4.00 Analysis - the ability to identify assumptions, spot logical errors and 
to distinguish facts from values 
5.00 Synthesis - the ability to combine extant elements into new forms 
and patterns, i.e., creativity 
6.00 Evaluation - the ability to judge by internal and external criteria 
(Bloom et al., 1956:18) 
Where appropriate, µ$ELOLW\¶ included what Bloom described as ³$UWV DQG VNLOOV´ or 
³modes of operation and generalised techniques for dealing with problems´ that is 
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³$UWV RU VNLOOV  NQRZOHGJH   DELOLWLHV´ (Bloom et al., 1956:38). In this way, the 
categories could be applied to various subjects. With the exception of the 
Application category, each major category was broken into numerous 
subcategories. The six major categories form a hierarchy with the behaviours found 
in one category building on the behaviours found in the previous category. Bloom 
states that whilst he and his co-workers had no problems assigning educational 
objectives and associated test items to the major categories, they were not satisfied 
with the subcategories (Bloom et al., 1956). Indeed, subsequent studies have come 
to differing conclusions regarding the extent to which the categories can be reliably 
assigned to objectives and test items (Seddon, 1978). In addition, subsequent 
studies have also found no evidence of a cumulative hierarchy relationship between 
the major categories (Seddon, 1978). More recently, Anderson and Krathwohl 
(2001) has developed what he called µ%ORRP¶V UHYLVHGWD[RQRP\¶. It aims to resolve 
some of the issues associated with the original taxonomy that presented the major 
categories as a hierarchy and contained various other Knowledge subcategory 
anomalies. However, the principle issue addressed regarded the conflation of 
subject matter with description. That is, Anderson and Krathwohl (2001) 
differentiated the µQRXQ SKUDVH¶ found in many learning objectives (calling it the 
µKQRZOHGJHGLPHQVLRQ¶) from the µYHUESKUDVH¶ (calling it the µCRJQLWLYHGLPHQVLRQ¶). 
As the revised model now contains two dimensions, Anderson and Krathwohl (2001) 
depicted it as a two dimensional table with a µ&RJQLWLYH3URFHVV¶ dimension along 
the horizontal axis and the µ.QRZOHGJH'LPHQVLRQ¶ along the vertical axis: 
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Figure 6.1 %ORRP¶VUHYLVHGWD[RQRP\(Anderson and Krathwohl, 2001) 
The revised model also added a µ0HWD-FRJQLWLYH¶ subcategory, defining it as 
³NQRZOHGJH DERXW FRJQLWLRQ LQ JHQHUDO DV ZHOO DV DZDUHQHVV RI NQRZOHGJH DERXW
RQH¶VRZQFRJQLWLRQ´ (Krathwohl, 2002:214) and renamed the major categories. The 
idea of a hierarchy remains in the revised model, but ³has been relaxed to allow 
FDWHJRULHVWRRYHUODSRQHDQRWKHU´ (Krathwohl, 2002:215).  
7KHDIIHFWLYHGLPHQVLRQRI%ORRP¶VRULJLQDO WD[RQRP\ µ7D[RQRP\RI WKH$IIHFWLYH
'RPDLQ¶) has received less attention in Higher Education due to its perceived 
irrelevance and the lack of tools to evaluate it (Wilks, 2005; Boyle, 2007). Oxford 
Dictionaries (Grathwohl, 2010) describes affective as ³UHODWLQJ WR PRRGV IHHOLQJV
DQGDWWLWXGHV´ but Krathwohl et al (1964; 1973) use of the term was more restrictive, 
referring to the extent to which a person ³DFWV FRQVLVWHQWO\ ZLWK DQ\ QHZ YDOXH´ 
(Krathwohl et al., 1964; 1973). Like the cognitive domain, there is a weak notion of a 
hierarchy from µ5HFHLYLQJ¶, µ5HVSRQGLQJ¶, µ9DOXLQJ¶, µ2UJDQLVDWLRQ¶ to 
µ&KDUDFWHULVDWLRQE\9DOXH¶. Krathwohl et al (1964) illustrated the affective domain as 
shown in Figure 3. 
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Level Definition Example 
Receiving  ³6WXGHQW LV DZDUH RI RU DWWHQGLQJ WR
something in the HQYLURQPHQW´ 
³6WXGHQW ZRXOG OLVWHQ WR D OHFWXUH RU SUHVHQWDWLRQ
about a structural model related to human behaviour. 
7HDFKHULVWKHVWLPXOXV´ 
Responding  ³6WXGHQWVVKRZVRPHQHZEHKDYLRXUVDV
a result of their experience. They gain 
satisfaction from partiFLSDWLRQ´ 
³7KHVWXGHQWZRXOGDQVZHUTXHVWLRQVDERXWWKHPRGHO
or might rewrite lecture notes the next day. The 
VWXGHQWZDQWVWREHLQYROYHGLQDFWLYLWLHV´ 
Valuing  ³6WXGHQWV VKRZ VRPH GHILQLWHinvolvement or commitment, valuing what 
WKH\DUHLQYROYHGLQ´ 
³7KHVWXGHQWKDVWRXVHMXGJHPHQWWRPDNHDFKRLFH
and on acceptance of a value, may seek to sway 
RWKHUVWRWKHLUFKRVHQYDOXH´ 
Organisation  
³6WXGHQWVLQWHJUDWHDQHZYDOXHLQWRWKHLU
general set of values, attitude or beliefs, 
giving it some ranking within their overall 
VHWRIYDOXHV´ 
³7KLV LV WKH OHYHO DW ZKLFK D VWXGHQW EHJLQV WR PDNH
long-range commitments to organising his or her 
LQVWUXFWLRQDQGDVVHVVPHQW´ 
Characterisation 
by Value  ³$FWLQJFRQVLVWHQWO\ZLWKDQ\QHZYDOXH´ 
³$W WKLV KLJKHVW OHYHO students have internalised and 
organised values into a system and can now apply 
these values as a philosophy of life to a broader range 
RIVLWXDWLRQV´ 
Table 6.1 Taxonomy of the Affective Domain (adapted from Krathwohl et al, 1964 by Boyle, 
2007) 
:LWKLQ ZKDW PLJKW EH FDOOHG WKH µJUH\ OLWHUDWXUH¶ there is frequent reference to 
Churches (2008) µ%ORRP¶V'LJLWDO7D[RQRP\¶VHH)LJXUH. Originally developed 
to analyse school educational objectives, it has now gained some popularity in the 
HE context. It applies %ORRP¶V 5HYLVHG 7D[RQRP\ to digital technologies by 
mapping gerunds frequently associated with digital activities to the cognitive process 
dimension of Bloom¶V 5HYLVHG 7D[RQRP\. It deviates slightly from %ORRP¶V 
terminology, using the verb form of each major category (for example, ³&UHDWH´ 
becomes ³&UHDWLQJ´) and recommending that the cognitive process categories 
overlap. No rationale or substantive evidence for %ORRP¶V 'LJLWDO 7D[RQRP\ is 
stated, but nonetheless the need to classify digital-related activities according to 
their dominant cognitive process level has attracted the attention of educationalists 
from a wide range of different backgrounds. For example, El-Ghalayini and El-Khalili  
(2011) use %ORRP¶V'LJLWDO7D[RQRP\ to create their own model for designing and 
evaluating blended learning HE courses. 
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Figure 6.2 %ORRP¶V'LJLWDO7D[RQRP\(Churches, 2008) 
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6.2 Blended learning 
The need to support students with the Internet aspects of their studies is reinforced 
by JISC who state: 
³7HFKQRORJ\GRHVQRW LQ LWVHOIEULQJDERXWVXFFHVVIXO OHDUQLQJ/HDUQHUV
in the main still depend on their tutors, mentors or facilitators to guide 
WKHLU XVH RI WHFKQRORJ\ IRU HGXFDWLRQDO SXUSRVHV (YHQ µQHW JHQHUDWLRQ¶
learners may need direction and support in identifying the most effective 
DQGDSSURSULDWHVWUDWHJLHVIRUXVLQJWHFKQRORJ\LQOHDUQLQJ´ 
(JISC, 2009b:17)  
With regards to the Internet-UHODWHGDVSHFWVRIVWXGHQWV¶VWXGLHVvarious terms are 
used interchangeably. For example, the term µH-/HDUQLQJ¶LVZLGHO\XVHGWRUHIHUWR
learning taking place via some online technology and the term µbOHQGHGOHDUQLQJ¶ is 
frequently used to encapsulate a combination of face-to-face learning and e-
learning. More recently, JISC (2009b) have promoted the WHUP µWHFKQRORJ\-
HQKDQFHG OHDUQLQJ¶ (TEL) since it ³HPSKDVLVHV KRZ WHFKQRORJ\ DGGV YDOXH WR
OHDUQLQJ E\ HQDEOLQJ´. With regards to blended learning, the HEA (Sharpe et al., 
2006) found three approaches occurring in HE. Typically, students experienced two 
or three of these approaches. The most common approach was the provision of 
online material related to a course via the University¶VDSSURYHG9/(WRVXSSOHPHQW
or augment more traditional learning taking place. The second approach to blended 
learning was students using their own digital technologies to support their learning. 
At the time, the HEA were aware of little substantive research in this area. The least 
common approach to blended learning was the use ³RIWUDQVIRUPDWLYHFRXUVHOHYHO
pUDFWLFHVXQGHUSLQQHGE\UDGLFDOFRXUVHGHVLJQV´ where technologies replaced other 
modes of teaching and learning. Within my school, our undergraduates 
predominantly experience the first two approaches, although there are a few 
examples of the third approach (see Table 2.1). Hence, one outcome of this 
research is to explore effective ways of supporting the Internet aspects of all three 
DSSURDFKHV WR VWXGHQWV¶ EOHQGHG OHDUQLQJ %HHWKDP (2008, in JISC, 2009b) 
suggests that the success of any curriculum intervention is more likely since the 
design of blended learning involves making ³explicit many aspects of their practice 
that would emerge ad-KRF LQ D OLYH OHDUQLQJ DQG WHDFKLQJ HQYLURQPHQW´. That is, 
academics might be more receptive to embedding Internet literacies in 
XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶VWXGLHVZKHQSODQQLQJIRUEOHQGHGOHDUQLQJ 
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6.3 Learning literacies in a digital age 
One of the most comprehensive reviews of the literature relating to teaching 
Internet-related literacies was conducted by Beetham et al (2009) entitled, Learning 
Literacies in a Digital Age (LLiDA). As with most of the literature in this area, it was 
more concerned with institutional policies and practices that support and develop 
VWXGHQWV¶Internet-related uses of technology for learning as opposed to developing 
digital literacies per se. It found that, whilst some areas of HE frequently offer 
consistently good support, they are ³VWLOO RSHUDWLQJ LQ UHODWLYH LVRODWLRQ IURP RQH
another, and ± in many cases ± IURPVWDII LQGHSDUWPHQWV WRR´ LLiDA went on to 
say: 
³6WXGHQWV
 GLJLWDO DQG OHDUQLQJ OLWHUDFLHV DUH QRW RIWHQ HQRXJK EHLQJ
assessed and supported as they engage in academic tasks. It is also not 
often acknowledged that students have many sources of support, 
including family, friends, social networks and online resources, but that 
WKH\QHHGKHOSWRLQWHJUDWHWKHVHLQWRHIIHFWLYHSHUVRQDOSUDFWLFHV´ 
(Beetham et al., 2009:4) 
One of the traditional sources of support for students has been university librarians 
ZKRW\SLFDOO\SURPRWH6&218/¶VLQIRUPDWLRQOLWHUDF\IUDPHZRUNVHH Section 5.3.1). 
However, LLiDA point out that ³where librarians have championed the digital 
aspects of information literacy, this is regarded as having 'solved' the problem of the 
digital in learning´. They identified three modes of promoting literacies in the digital 
age. Firstly, HEIs offer institution-wide programmes that are usually portfolio-based 
requiring students to review and reflect upon their Internet-related abilities. 
Secondly, departments offer non-assessed skills modules delivered alongside 
normal teaching, typically by central services staff. Thirdly, but less commonly, 
Internet literacy teaching was fully embedded within the degree curriculum with 
explicit learning outcomes and associated assessments. LLiDA identified many 
pitfalls with the second approach with students failing to recognise the value of non-
compulsory elements of the learning experience and became demotivated. They 
IRXQGWKHWKLUGPRUHHIIHFWLYHLQSURPRWLQJVWXGHQWV¶,QWHUQHWOLWHUDFLHV 
6.4 $FDGHPLFV¶SHGDJRJLHVIRULQIRUPDWLRQOLWHUDF\ 
Academics views about the role of Internet literacies within the undergraduate 
experience has not been studied per se. However, Webber et al¶V (2005) 
phenomenographic study of UK academics' conceptions of, and pedagogy for, 
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information literacy is illuminating since the pedagogic approach to the teaching of 
information literacy parallels that of supporting HE VWXGHQWV¶ ,QWHUQHW-related 
literacies (Beetham et al., 2009). Within the disciplines of Marketing and English the 
teaching of information literacy was seen as ³SRPHRQH HOVH¶V MRE´, ³Upgrading 
VWXGHQWV¶ LQIRUPDWLRQ WRROER[´, ³Facilitating access to a variety of resources´
³Showing students how and when to use information skills´, ³Helping students 
understand how information literacy is critical to them, for mDUNHWLQJDQG OLIH´ ³An 
add-on or side-effect of teaching the subject´ ³Introducing the students to sources of 
information´ and finally ³Engaging with students to show them the value of 
information and information literacy´. Despite the value some academics in the study 
place on information literacy per se, most focused on information searching skills. 
$GGLWLRQDOO\ :HEEHU HW DO IRXQG DFDGHPLFV¶ DSSURDFKHV WR WKH WHDFKLQJ RI
information literacy was linked to their conception of information literacy. For 
example, if an academic conceived information literacy in terms of finding 
information, it is unlikely they would consider teaching students higher order skills. 
In Australia Bruce (1997) DOVRLQYHVWLJDWHGDFDGHPLFV¶SHGDJRJLHVIRUWKHWHDFKLQJ
of information literacy. She found three pedagogic approaches of which the first two, 
µ%HKDYLRXULVW¶ and µ&RQVWUXFWLYLVW¶ are based on an Autonomous-Conventional 
perspective of information litHUDF\ EHLQJ DERXW GHYHORSLQJ VWXGHQWV¶ DELOLWLHV DQG
characteristics, whether they be prescribed or discovered during problem-based 
learning (Webber and Johnston, 2000). Bruce also identified a third approach which 
VKH FDOOV µRelational¶ This treats information literacy as a phenomenon and 
describes information literacy in terms of the ways in which it is socially experienced. 
By understanding how others conceive information literacy, she claims information 
users can begin to develop their own conceptions and skills with respect to their own 
circumstances and needs. Using phenomenographic methods, Bruce identified 
seven different ways in which academics experience information literacy and as 
such enable ³LQIRUPDWLRQ OLWHUDF\ DV D FDWDO\VW IRU HGXFDWLRQDO FKDQJH´ (Bruce, 
2008). These seven ways of experiencing or µIDFHV¶ of information literacy include 
those that perceive information literacy as: using information technology to retrieve 
and communicate information; finding information within information sources; 
performing some information process; controlling information; building-up a new 
personal knowledge base; creating new insights from knowledge; wisely using 
information to benefit others. This relational approach to conceiving information 
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literacy also influenced how ,GUHZWRJHWKHUP\DQDO\VLVDFDGHPLF¶VSHUFHSWLRQVRI
be Internet literate. 
6.5 Pedagogies for Internet-related literacies 
Substantive research related to effective pedagogies for teaching Internet-related 
literacies is almost non-existent. However, again taking the lead from information 
literacy research, Walton and Hepworth (2011) compared three blended learning 
pedagogies for the teaching of online information evaluation skills. The outcomes of 
their research have implications for the teaching of Internet literacies. They formed 
three groups of first year undergraduates and taught each one using a different 
pedagogic approach. The first pedagogy involved using just face-to-face workshops 
and access to recommended online sources, the second group additionally were 
encouraged to use interactive online quizzes and the third group additionally were 
encouraged to participate in online social networking learning (OSNL) activities. The 
OSNL pedagogy employed involved the production of materials for others to view as 
they engaged in various dialogues about evaluating online sources. The rationale 
being, ³VWXGHQWVFDQJLYHDIDUPRUHFRQVLGHUHGUHSO\RQOLQHWKDQLQWKHLPPHGLDF\
of a face-to-IDFH FRQYHUVDWLRQ´ and this is a ³SUH-requisite in fostering effective 
RQOLQH OHDUQLQJ´. The pedagogy employed with the third group was found to be the 
most effective, with students appearing more focussed on the task, more engaged 
with higher-level cognitive processes, and demonstrating better information literacy 
evaluation skills. 
7KH UDWLRQDOH IRU :DOWRQ DQG +HSZRUWK¶V XVH RI 261/ ZLWK WKH WKLUG JURXS RI
undergraduates was based on the premise that effective teaching and learning only 
takes place through some goal-centred activity, such as problem-based learning 
(Mason, 2004) involving learning by doing (Kolb, 1984) and the construction of 
meaning via conversation and ongoing negotiation between learners (Laurillard, 
1993). That is, their use of OSNL involved both a situative perspective of learning, 
where learning is viewed as a social practice, and a constructive perspective (social 
focus) of learning, where ³OHDUQHUV DFWLYHO\ FRQVWUXFW QHZ LGHDV WKURXJK
collaborative activities and/or dialogue learning´ (see Table 6.2 below). The learning 
design for :DOWRQDQG+HSZRUWK¶VILUVWgroup was primarily based on an associative 
perspective, where ³OHDUQHUV JDLQ VNLOOV E\ EXLOGLQJ SURJUHVVLYHO\ FRPSOH[ DFWLRQV
IURP FRPSRQHQW VNLOOV´, whereas their learning design for the second group was 
more of a constructive perspective (individual focus), where ³interactive 
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environments for knowledge-building´ are created. The JISC framework for 
comparing and contrasting learning designs and pedagogies was also found useful 
in this research and is reproduced below: 
Perspective Assumptions Associated pedagogy 
Associative 
perspective 
Learning as acquiring competence 
Learners acquire knowledge by building 
associations between different concepts. 
Learners gain skills by building 
progressively complex actions from 
component skills. 
Focus on competences 
Routines of organised activity 
Progressive difficulty 
Clear goals and feedback 
Individualised pathways matched to the 
LQGLYLGXDO¶VSULRUSHUIRUPDQFH 
Constructive 
perspective 
(individual focus) 
Learning as achieving understanding 
Learners actively construct new ideas by 
building and testing hypotheses. 
Interactive environments for knowledge-
building 
Activities that encourage experimentation 
and discovery of principles 
Support for reflection and evaluation 
Constructive 
perspective 
(social focus) 
Learning as achieving understanding 
Learners actively construct new ideas 
through collaborative activities and/or 
dialogue. 
Interactive environments for knowledge-
building 
Activities that encourage collaboration and 
shared expression of ideas 
Support for reflection, peer review and 
evaluation 
Situative 
perspective 
Learning as social practice 
Learners develop their identities through 
participation in specific communities of 
practice. 
Participation in social practices of enquiry 
and learning 
Support for development of learning skills 
Dialogue to facilitate the development of 
learning relationships 
Table 6.2 JISC framework for comparing and contrasting learning designs and pedagogies 
(JISC, 2009b:11) 
6.6 Conclusion 
:DOWRQ DQG +HSZRUWK¶V UHVHDUFK does not mention if XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶ 
understandings and skills were formally or informally assessed prior to the 
interventions taking place. As with PDQ\ HGXFDWLRQDO LQWHUYHQWLRQV VWXGHQWV¶ SULRU
understandings and skills are assumed. Educationalists like John Dewey (1859±
1952), Jean Piaget (1896±1980), Lev Vygotsky (1896±1934) and Jerome Bruner 
(1915 - ) have all stressed that learning is incremental, DQG OHDUQHUV¶ previous 
understandings and experiences need to be understood for effective teaching and 
learning to take place. This rationale supports the action-orientated aspects of this 
research. 
The academics who teach undergraduates in my school have their own 
understandings about the Internet abilities that should be incorporated in an 
Information Management degree and their own pedagogies for facilitating 
XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶ ,QWHUQHW DELOLWLHV. At various levels, these understandings and 
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perceptions inform their decisions about what Internet abilities and technologies to 
include in their teaching modules, and their approach to teaching Internet abilities. 
This chapter has emphasised the importance of exploring these areas and, when 
making recommendations to the School about effective interventions for promoting 
XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶ ,QWHUQHW OLWHUDFLHV (research objective: O2-2008), consider the 
conclusions of the LLiDA report (Beetham et al., 2009) related to embedding 
OHDUQLQJ LQWHUYHQWLRQV ZLWKLQ WKH VWXGHQWV¶ GHJUHH VWXGLHV DV RSSRVHG WR EHLQJ
µEROWHG-RQ¶ WKH LPSRUWDQFH WKDW %RRQ HW DO (2007) attach to understanding 
DFDGHPLFV¶ SHUFeptions and pedagogies for Internet literacies, %UXFH¶V (1997) 
SUHPLVHWKDWVWXGHQWV¶ OLWHUDFLHVDUHPRUHHIIHFWLYHO\GHYHORSHGE\GHYHORSLQJWKHLU
XQGHUVWDQGLQJRIZKDWLWPHDQVWREHOLWHUDWH.ROE¶V (1984) experiential framework 
that highlights the importance of learning by doing, and /DXULOODUG¶V (1993) 
conversational framework that places emphasis on dialogue, reflection and 
feedback. Furthermore, the outcomes of this research need to resonate with 
DFDGHPLFV¶SHUFHSWLRQVRIVWXGHQWV¶,QWHUQHWOLWHUDFLHVDQGRItheir understandings of 
being Internet literate to ensure meaningful reflections of their current practice and 
any substantive changes in Internet-related learning and teaching strategy. 
Finally, the models developed to design and evaluate course objectiveV %ORRP¶V
5HYLVHG7D[RQRP\%ORRP¶VTaxonomy of the Affective Domain DQG%ORRP¶V'LJLWDO
Taxonomy) could be adapted WR FRPSDUH DQG FRQWUDVW DFDGHPLFV¶ REMHFWLYHV IRU
Internet literacy (RQ11-2008). In addition, this adapted model could be used to 
design and evaluate the cognitive and affective dimensions of any Internet literacy 
curriculum intervention (research objective: O3-2008).  
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Chapter 7: Research Design 
As stated in the introduction, the research design adopted in this inquiry was 
primarily influenceGE\*XEDDQG/LQFROQ¶V(1985) conception of Naturalistic Inquiry, 
which they later acknowledged was a form of Constructivism (Guba and Lincoln, 
1998), and to a lesser extent &KDUPD]¶V (2006) constructivist conception of 
Grounded Theory. These are expanded upon in the next sections with reference to 
&URWW\¶V (1998) four research design elements. Decisions that were taken that 
influenced the research design are woven into the narrative. 
7.1 &URWW\¶VUHVHDUFKGHsign elements 
Crotty claims that the terminology used in research literature is confusing with 
epistemologies, theoretical perspectives, methodologies and methods ³WKURZQ
together in grab-EDJ VW\OH DV LI WKH\ ZHUH DOO FRPSDUDEOH WHUPV´ (Crotty, 1998:3). 
Crotty suggests these terms represent distinct hierarchical levels of decision making 
within the research design process. Paraphrasing, a researcher initially adopts a 
particular stance towards the nature of knowledge (for example, objectivism or 
subjectivism). This stance or epistemology will underlie the entire research process 
and governs the particular theoretical perspective selected (for example, 
postpositivism or interpretivism). The theoretical perspective will be implicit in 
UHVHDUFK TXHVWLRQV DQG GLFWDWH WKH UHVHDUFKHU¶V FKRLFH RI methodology (for 
example, grounded theory or ethnography). Finally, this methodology or plan of 
action will in turn inform the choice of research methods employed (for example, 
questionnaires or interviews). Crotty (1998) recognises that he omits ontology from 
the research process but conflates it with epistemology claiming the two are 
mutually dependent and difficult to distinguish conceptually when discussing 
UHVHDUFKLVVXHV³to talk about the construction of meaning [epistemology] is to talk 
of the construction of a meaningful reality [ontology@´ (Crotty, 1998:10). Creswell 
(2003), who bases KLVUHVHDUFKSURFHVVIUDPHZRUNRQ&URWW\¶V(1998) four research 
design elements, implies that these four decision making elements lead to a 
research approach which tends to be more quantitative, qualitative or mixed, 
primarily dependent on the UHVHDUFKHU¶V initial stance towards the nature of 
knowledge.  
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7.2 Epistemology 
Epistemology is about ³KRZZHNQRZZKDWZHNQRZ´ (Crotty, 1998:8) or ³WKHQDWXUH
of the relationship between the knower or would-EHNQRZHUDQGZKDWFDQEHNQRZQ´ 
(Guba and Lincoln, 1998:201). Epistemology is concerned with providing a 
philosophical grounding for deciding what kinds of knowledge are possible and how 
we ensure it is adequate and legitimate (Maynard, 1994). It is related to ontology, 
³WKHVWXG\RIEHLQJ´ (Crotty, 1998:10) or ³7KHQDWXUHRIUHDOLW\´ (Lincoln and Guba, 
1985:37). Crotty (1998) notes that an ontological stance implies a particular 
epistemological stance and vice versa.  He highlights the complementary nature of 
the terms when he cites the ontological notion of realism, which postulates that 
realities exist outside of the mind, and its complement objectivism, an 
epistemological notion asserting that meaning exists in objects independent of any 
consciousness; if one stance is adopted, so its complement.  
Guba and Lincoln (1998) state that constructivist research is relativist, transactional 
and subjectivist. Adopting a relativist stance means ³WKHUHLVQRREMHFWLYHWUXWKWREH
NQRZQ´ (Hugly and Sayward, 1987:278) and emphasises the diversity of 
interpretations that can be applied to the world. Transactional means that truth 
arises from interactions between elements of some rhetorical situation (Berlin, 
1987) DQG LV WKH SURGXFW WKHVH LQWHUDFWLRQV DQG WKH LQGLYLGXDOV¶ WKRXJKWV
µFRQVWUXFWHG UHDOLWLHV¶). Subjectivist research positions the world, including the 
psychological world of research participants, as unknowable and the role of the 
researcher is to construct an impression of the world as they see it (Ratner, 2008). It 
follows that conventional distinctions between epistemological and ontological 
viewpoints disappear in constructivist research as the ³LQYHVWLJDWRUDQGWKHREMHFWRI
LQYHVWLJDWLRQDUH«LQWHUDFWLYHO\ OLQNHGVRWKDWWKH µILQGLQJV¶DUH OLWHUDOO\FUHDWHGDV
the LQYHVWLJDWLRQSURFHHGV´ (Lincoln and Guba, 1985:207). The epistemological and 
ontological stance adopted in constructivist research thus differs from a more realist 
ontology and objectivist epistemology underlying popular conceptions of µ*URXQGHG
7KHRU\¶ (for example, Glaser and Strauss, 1967; Strauss and Corbin, 1998), where 
WKH LQYHVWLJDWRU¶V UROH LV WR GLVFRYHU WKH WUXWK WKDW OLHV ZLWKLQ WKH REMHFW RI
investigation, with reality existing independently of any consciousness (Crotty, 1998; 
Charmaz, 2006). Data are assumed to be objective facts that already exist in the 
world, and the role of the researcher is to discover these data and determine the 
theories they imply (Charmaz, 2006)+RZHYHU&KDUPD]¶V(2006) Grounded Theory 
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research design is consistent with a constructivist epistemology and ontology by 
³SODFLQJSULRULW\RQ WKHSKHQRPHQDRIVWXG\DQGVHHLQJERWKGDWDDQGDQDO\VLVDV
created from shared experiences and relationships with participants and other 
VRXUFHV´ (Charmaz, 2006:330) claiming that a more objectivist approach diminishes 
³WKH SRZHU RI D FRQVWUXFWLYLVW DSSURDFK E\ WUHDWLQJ H[SHULHQFH DV VHSDUDWH
IUDJPHQWHGDQGDWRPLVWLF´(Charmaz, 2006:331). 
For research that claims to be relativist, transactional and subjectivist, the above 
analysis has several implications: Firstly, social research produces ³PXOWLSOH
constructed realities that can be studied holistically; inquiry into these multiple 
UHDOLWLHVZLOOLQHYLWDEO\GLYHUJHHDFKLQTXLU\UDLVHVPRUHTXHVWLRQVWKDQLWDQVZHUV´ 
(Lincoln and Guba, 1985:37). Secondly, µKXPDQV¶ should be the primary data 
collection instrument (Lincoln and Guba, 1985) since it is difficult to envisage non-
human instruments that could interact with participants in a way that would reveal 
their multiple constructed realities. Thirdly, as ³WKH NQRZHU DQG WKH NQRZQ DUH
LQVHSDUDEOH´ (Lincoln and Guba, 1985:37) the research participants should be a 
³natural setting´ (for example, the context related to the study) since their ³UHDOLWLHV 
DUHZKROHVWKDWFDQQRWEHXQGHUVWRRGLQ LVRODWLRQIURPWKHLUFRQWH[WV´ (Lincoln and 
Guba, 1985:39). Fourthly, as ³HYHU\ DFW RI REVHUYDWLRQ LQIOXHQFHV ZKDW LV VHHQ´ 
(Lincoln and Guba, 1985:39), the researcher has to be the primary data-gathering 
instrument to fully understand, respond and describe the complex interactions taking 
place. Fifthly, as each research participant has their own point of view, the focus of 
research is on the identification of contextualised meaning of these multiple points of 
view (Green, 2000) with the goal of creating a joint, collaborative reconstruction from 
the multiple realities that exist (Guba and Lincoln, 1989b). This implies that the 
research participants have a co-producer role in the research process and have a 
role in negotiating outcomes. 
7.2.1 Implications for this research 
For this research I was the sole investigator (µKXPDQ LQVWUXPHQW¶) who interacted 
with all participants. I was thus more able to realise, and holistic study, all VWXGHQWV¶
DQGDFDGHPLFV¶FRQVWUXFWHGUHDOLWLHV As one of the undergraduateV¶WHDFKHUVDQGD
colleague of all the academics, it seemed appropriate to conduct the research 
information collection within my school where most teaching takes place and where 
all but one academic29 has their office. The subsequent analysis of information 
                                               
29 $FDGHPLFKDGDQRIILFHLQRQHRIWKH8QLYHUVLW\¶VOLEUDULHV 
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collected formed a tentative reconstruction from the multiple realities that existed at 
the time the information was collected. Not withstanding the temporal and contextual 
nature of the information collected, this was presented to participants for comment 
with the aim that some dialogue might ensue, and the collaborative reconstruction of 
the multiple realities revealed by my original analysis might evolve in the light of new 
insights and clarification of views expressed. 
7.3 Research theoretical perspective 
Crotty defines the theoretical perspective of his research design framework as ³7KH
SKLORVRSKLFDO VWDQFH LQIRUPLQJ WKHPHWKRGRORJ\´ (Crotty, 1998:3) and claims there 
are potentially many theoretical research perspectives that result from particular 
epistemological and ontological stances. For example, the theoretical perspectives 
positivism and post-positivism both have underlying objectivist epistemology, and 
both could lead to a variety of methodologies including experimental research, 
survey research and some designs of Grounded Theory. 
Charmaz asserts that her constructivist conception of Grounded Theory is ³VTXDUHO\
in tKH LQWHUSUHWLYH WUDGLWLRQ´ (Charmaz, 2006:330). Schwandt (1994) claimed that 
constructivism more generally was synonymous with an interpretivist approach. The 
interpretist approach is frequently attributed to Max Weber and his concept of 
µYHUVWHKHQ¶ meaning ³XQGHUVWDQGLQJ VRPHWKLQJ LQ LWV FRQWH[W´ (Holloway, 1997:2). 
He opposed the application of the positivist approach to the social sciences since 
SHRSOH¶VDFWLRQVDUHQRWUHODWHGWRWKHJHQHUDOODZVRIQDWXUHEHLQJKLJKO\FRPSOH[
and dependent on their habits, emotions, beliefs and rationales. Hence, unlike the 
scientific experiment in positivist research, a person may respond in a number of 
ZD\V WR D SDUWLFXODU VWLPXOXV VLQFH SHRSOH¶V DFWLRQV DV FRQWH[W-bound and 
dependent on time, location and the minds of those involved (Holloway, 1997). In 
other words, ³3eople create and associate their own subjective and intersubjective 
meanings as they inteUDFW ZLWK WKH ZRUOG DURXQG WKHP´ and thus interpretive 
research ³attempt[s] to understand phenomena through accessing the meanings 
participants assign to them´ (Orlikowski and Baroudi, 1991:5), although ultimately 
the researcher cannot replicate the experiences of their research participants 
(Charmaz, 2006) or be divorced from the phenomenon they are studying (Holloway, 
1997). Weber claims that all social research is inherently biased, and complete 
neutrality and objectivity are impossible to achieve since the values of the 
researcher and the participants are always present (Holloway, 1997). 
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For research that claims to be interpretivist, the above analysis has two main 
implications: 
7.3.1 Reflexivity 
Holloway (1997) and Charmaz (2006) claim that interpretive research needs to be 
reflexive. The interpretive position posits knowledge as a social and cultural 
construction and hence the researcher needs to take account of how their 
assumptions and views have impacted on the research process and products in 
order to interpret the complexities of the multiple realities involved. According to 
Levy, this is ³QRW LQ RUGHU WR VXVSHQG VXEMHFWLYLW\ EXW WR XVH WKH UHVHDUFKHU¶V
personal interpretive framework consciously as the basis for developing new 
XQGHUVWDQGLQJV´ (Levy, 2003:94). Reflexive practice aligns with Naturalistic Inquiry 
(Lincoln and Guba, 1985) in that it addresses the hermeneutics of research practice 
(Levy, 2003). Ultimately, ³«EHLQJUHIOH[LYHLQGRing research is part of being honest 
and ethically mature in research practice´ and as such requires researchers to ³stop 
being µshamans¶ of objectivity´ (Ruby, 1980:154) and assuming value-free positions 
of neutrality. Ruby describes this approach as ³an obscene and dishonest position´ 
(Ruby, 1980:154). 
When undertaking reflective practice, issue of power frequently come to the 
forefront. Aléx and Hammarström (2008) refer to Foucault¶VVWXGLHVZKLFKKLJKOLJKW
issues of power related to the dominant discourses that permeate society and in 
particular the importance of uncovering discourses in everyday practices. They cite 
the research interview where both the interviewer and the interviewee will act in 
certain ways according to thHLUSHUFHSWLRQRIHDFKRWKHUV¶SRZHU7KLVPLJKWUHVXOWLQ
the interviewer highlighting certain aspects of the interview, whilst repressing others. 
Issues relating to age, education, gender, ethnicity, theoretical position and so on 
may also influence the dynamics of the interview. Feminist qualitative researchers in 
particular stress the importance of being conscious of power hierarchies within 
interview situations and ³Despite the best intentions, the interview situation may be 
experienced as, and may in fact be, a form of abuse. Practising reflexivity can be 
one way to minimize such experiences in interview situations´ (Aléx and 
Hammarström, 2008:170). However, reflexivity should be practiced by the 
researcher during all stages of the research process and at all levels. Alvesson and 
Sköldberg indicate four levels of reflexivity that might be critiqued: 
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Aspect / level Focus 
Interaction with empirical material 
Accounts in interviews, 
observations of situations and 
other empirical materials 
Interpretation Underlying meanings 
Critical interpretation Ideology, power, social 
reproduction 
Reflection on text production and 
language use 
Own text, claims to authority, 
selectivity of the voices 
represented in the text 
Table 7.1 Levels of reflexivity (Alvesson and Sköldberg, 2009:273)  
Hence a reflexive researcher would attempt to explicitly identify viewpoints held that 
may affect tKH UHVHDUFKHU¶V LQWHUSUHWDWLRQV DW WKH PLFUR OHYHO RI WKH UHVHDUFK
narrative and empirical material collected, and also at the macro level of the 
underlying interpretations. This would include the reflexive researcher stating what 
has been emphasised, downplayed and missed out in the research. The main tool 
used by reflexive researchers is the research diary, where the researcher reflects 
upon on different aspects of doing the research and their role within the construction 
of research knowledge (Blaxter et al., 2001). 
7.3.2 Evaluation 
As the products of an interpretist inquiry are provisional and context-specific, 
positivist research evaluation criteria like internal validity, reliability, generalizability 
(external validity) and objectivity, do not carry the same connotations (Angen, 2000). 
Angen (Lincoln and Guba, 1985; 2000) identifies two broad approaches that have 
been adopted by interpretivist researchers to evaluate the merit of their research: a 
subtle form of realism and a complete reconfiguration of the positivist evaluation 
criteria. 
7.3.2.1 Subtle Realism 
This approach involves the development of a parallel set of interpretative evaluative 
criteria to that used to evaluate positivist research (for example, American 
Evaluation Association, 2005) and is a subtle form of realism (Hammersley, 1995). 
This makes explicit, or sometimes it is left implicit, the reformulation of positivist 
evaluation criteria for interpretative research. For example, Hammersley (1995) 
redefines validity as confidence and also suggests researchers consider the 
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plausibility, relevance and importance of their research. Similarly, Lincoln and Guba 
(1985) define a set of trustworthiness criteria consisting of credibility, transferability, 
dependability and confirmability, paralleling more positivist notions of internal 
validity, external validity, reliability and objectivity respectively. Specific procedures 
are frequently suggested aimed at increasing the validity of interpretative research 
have been criticised as harking back to realist and positivist roots (Angen, 2000). 
For example, member checking, returning analysis to participants for confirmation of 
accuracy, has been criticised for assuming a fixed truth (Sandelowski, 1993), 
reflexivity has been criticised as creating an illusion of objectivity (Smith, 1994), 
triangulation, the use of multiple methods, investigators or sources, has faced 
similar criticisms to member checking (Silverman, 2001) and peer review has been 
criticised for downplaying the central involvement of the principle researcher (Morse, 
1994). 
A central tenet of both interpretivist and positivist Grounded Theory is that the 
research must have credibility, and to achieve this, the researcher must have 
intimate familiarity with the setting and topic. This was conceived by Lincoln and 
Guba (1985) as µSURORQJHGHQJDJHPHQW¶, where a researcher invests sufficient time 
to become ³RULHQWDWHGWRWKHVLWXDWLRQ´, open to the multiple influences and someone 
who is trusted, and µSHUVLVWHQWREVHUYDWLRQ¶, where the researcher focuses in detail 
on those characteristics and elements that are relevant to the inquiry. However, 
Lincoln and Guba (1981) warn of µJRLQJ QDWLYH¶, where researchers who spend 
considerable time in the field lose their ³GHWDFKHG ZRQGHU´ (Lincoln and Guba, 
1985). There is no guarantee that this will not happen in this research, although 
Lincoln and Guba (1985) do mention that being aware is a ³JUHDW VWHS WRZDUG
SUHYHQWLRQ´. In addition to credibility, Charmaz (2006) stresses that the resonance 
and usefulness of some research also depends upon the originality of its outcomes. 
For Charmaz, a researcher should be addressing questions like ³+DV\RXUUHVHDUFK
DFKLHYHG LQWLPDWH IDPLOLDULW\ ZLWK WKH VHWWLQJ RU WRSLF"´ (credibility), ³:KDW LV WKH
VRFLDO DQG WKHRUHWLFDO VLJQLILFDQFH RI WKLV ZRUN"´ (originality), ³+DYH \RX UHYHDOHG
both luminal and unstable taken-for-JUDQWHGPHDQLQJV"´ (resonance) and ³&DQ\RXU
DQDO\VLVVSDUNIXUWKHUUHVHDUFKLQRWKHUVXEVWDQWLYHDUHDV"´ (usefulness). 
7.3.2.2 Complete reconfiguration 
This approach is a complete reconfiguration of the positivist evaluation criteria for 
interpretative research. It ³YLHZV LQWHUSUHWDWLYH NQRZOHGJH FODLPV DQG WUXWK DV
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QHJRWLDEOH IHDWXUHV´ (Angen, 2000:386) and the ³WUXVWZRUWKLQHVVRUJRRGQHVVRID
piece of research [as] a continuous process occurring within a community of 
UHVHDUFKHUV´ (Angen, 2000:387). Hence, rather than focussing on the outcome of 
the interpretivist inquiry, it tends to focus on the inquiry process itself (Schwandt, 
1997). As Smith points out, ³7KH WDVN IRU LQWHUSUHWLYLVWV is to elaborate what lies 
beyond epistemology and beyond the idea that there are special, abstract criteria for 
MXGJLQJ WKH TXDOLW\ RI UHVHDUFK´ (Smith, 1993:150), especially because 
³LQWHUSUHWLYLVW>V@ VHH FULWHULD QRW DV DEVWUDFW VWDQGDUGV EXW DV DQ RSHQ-ended, 
HYROYLQJOLVWRIWUDLWVWKDWFKDUDFWHUL]HZKDWZHWKLQNUHVHDUFKVKRXOGGRDQGEHOLNH´ 
(Smith, 1993:153). Emphasising that inquiry evaluation is a continuous process, 
Angen (2000) uses the term µvalidation¶ as opposed to µvalidity¶ and categorises 
these reconfigured approaches as ethical validation and substantive validation.  
Since defining their trustworthiness criteria, Lincoln and Guba have repositioned 
their approach to validation. From one which was a subtle form of realism, they have 
reconfigured it to one that empowers participants, claiming this better captures ³the 
TXDOLW\RIDFRQVWUXFWLYLVWDSSURDFK´ (Guba and Lincoln, 1989a). They propose four 
types of validation that should be pursued. Firstly, the research should consider 
Ontological Authenticity of the research conducted so that ³RYHU WLPH HYHU\RQH
[including the researcher] formulates more informed and sophisticated constructions 
DQG EHFRPHV DZDUH RI WKH FRQWHQW DQG PHDQLQJ RI FRPSHWLQJ FRQVWUXFWLRQV´. 
Secondly, the research should have Educative Authenticity and all participants 
should become more understanding and WROHUDQW RI HDFK RWKHU¶V SHUFHSWLRQV
Thirdly, the research conducted should have Catalytic Authenticity and sufficiently 
motivate participants that they want to act. Finally, feeling motivated enough to act 
lacks Tactical Authenticity if the participants are not empowered to act. 
7.3.3 Implications for this research 
During the process of conducting this research, I aspired to keeping a research diary 
which included reflections about from the information collection phases, my role in 
the process and tentative underlying meanings induced. In addition, I aspired to 
keep reflective notes during the subsequent information analysis phases about 
possible assumptions I was making. By reflecting upon recent interactions and the 
information analysis just conducted, the aim was to capture thoughts that might 
otherwise be forgotten. These included more micro-level reflections about the power 
relationship between me and the students, and me and my superiors. In addition, 
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more macro-level reflections tended to take place as the thesis was being written-
up, for example how my choice of information collection µtools¶ affected the 
outcomes. Where appropriate, these reflexive reflections are indicated in the thesis 
narrative. 
This thesis will be read by those who come from both positivist and interpretative 
traditions. Hence, to convince readers of the value, trustworthiness and authenticity 
of this research, Guba DQG/LQFROQ¶V (1989a) authenticity criteria, Lincoln and Guba 
(1985) trustworthiness criteria and Charmaz (2006) criteria for Constructivist 
Grounded Theory studies have been applied, whilst still maintaining some notion of 
an interpretivist theoretical perspective when considering the latter two criteria. For 
example, triangulation was not used in this study to judge the reliability of the 
research undertaken, but to support the credibility and dependability of the research 
undertaken (see Section 7.5.5). That is, in terms of the outcomes of this research, I 
will consider the credibility, transferability, dependability, confirmability, credibility, 
originality, resonance and usefulness, and focusing on the inquiry process itself, I 
will consider its ontological, educative, catalytic and tactical authenticity. 
7.4 Methodology 
Methodology is the ³VWUDWHJ\ SODQ RI DFWLRQ SURFHVV RU GHVLJQ´ lying behind the 
choice and use of particular research methods (Crotty, 1998:3). Many different 
methodologies may have the same underlying theoretical perspective and each 
methodology may be implemented using different combinations of research 
methods. More so, some methodologies may be conceived by different investigators 
as originating from different theoretical perspectives. For example Grounded 
Theory, classified as a methodology by Crotty  (1998) alongside experimental 
research, ethnography and action research, is viewed from both interpretive and 
positivist theoretical perspectives (Charmaz, 2006). 
Charmaz (2006) &RQVWUXFWLYLVW *URXQGHG 7KHRU\ DQG /LQFROQ DQG *XED¶V (1985) 
constructivist Naturalistic Inquiry can be considered as methodologies (Crotty, 
1998) 7KH DLP RI FRQVWUXFWLYLVW LQTXLU\ LV WR LQWHUSUHW UHVHDUFK SDUWLFLSDQWV¶
meanings, which are themselves interpretations, and produce a µVXEVWDQWLYHWKHRU\¶ 
(Charmaz, 2006) or µZRUNLQJ K\SRWKHVHV¶ (Lincoln and Guba, 1985). However, as 
constructivist inquiry is interpretative, any theorising done is dependent upon the 
UHVHDUFKHU¶VYLHZVDQGFDQQRWVWDQGRXWVLGHRIthem (Charmaz, 2006). Hence, any 
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substantive theories or working hypotheses developed should µHPHUJH¶ in the sense 
that they are induced or µJURXQGHG¶ on data generated during the research process 
(Lincoln and Guba, 1985; Cohen et al., 2001; Charmaz, 2006). They should allow 
³IRU LQGHWHUPLQDF\ UDWKHU WKDQ VHHNLQJ FDXVDOLW\´ and give ³SULRULW\ WR VKRZLQJ
patterns and connectioQVUDWKHUWKDQOLQHDUUHDVRQLQJ´ (Charmaz, 2006:126). Guba 
and Lincoln refer to this ³UHSODFHPHQWFRQFHSWIRUFDXVDOLW\´ DV³mutual simultaneous 
shaping´ where it is impossible to distinguish causes from effects as ³Hverything 
influences everything else, in the here and now´ (Lincoln and Guba, 1985:151). 
Within any rhetorical situation, many factors interact to simultaneously produce an 
outcome that affects all parties. Hence, within the research context, both the 
UHVHDUFKHUDQGWKHUHVHDUFKSDUWLFLSDQWV¶YLHZVDQGXQGHUVWDQGLQJVDUHVKDped as 
the data collection proceeds.  
For constructivist research, the above analysis has several implications. Firstly, the 
substantive theories or working hypotheses that are developed are ideographic. 
That is, they apply to particular cases rather than represent law-like generalisations, 
since the interpretations made and theorising achieved will be specific to the context 
and researcher (Lincoln and Guba, 1985; Charmaz, 2006). Secondly, research 
design is emergent (see Introduction). Thirdly, as research participants and the 
researcher are in a state of ³mutual simultaneous shaping´, the researcher the 
outcome of data collection recognises the complex interactions that have taken 
place and temporal nature of any findings. Fourthly, Guba and Lincoln argue for the 
legitimate use of intuitive or tacit knowledge at all stages of the research process 
since ³the nuances of the multiple realities can be appreciated only in this way; 
because much of the interaction between investigator and respondent or object 
occurs at this level; and because tacit knowledge mirrors more fairly and accurately 
the value patterns of the invHVWLJDWRU´ (Lincoln and Guba, 1985:40). 
The above epistemological, theoretical and methodological implications are central 
to the methodological procedures adopted by Guba and Lincoln (1985) and 
Charmaz (2006). The following two sections summarise their procedures and the 
final third sections highlights the similarity and differences between methodologies:  
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7.4.1 Naturalistic Inquiry 
Guba and Lincoln (1985) propose that Naturalistic Inquiry should be conducted in a 
natural setting by the researcher, since the research context is integral to any 
meanings induced. The researcher builds upon their tacit knowledge using 
researcher-centred methods such as interviews, observations and document 
analysis in an iterative cycle of four elements: purposeful sampling, inductive 
analysis, grounded theory development and emergent design next-step decision 
making. The first three elements have much in common with the methodological 
approach espoused by Glaser and StrauVV¶V conception of Grounded Theory 
(1967), although Glaser (2004) disputes the two methodologies coincide. The 
iterations continue until no new data emerges and the theory stabilizes. Time or 
research constraints may also curtail the research. Throughout, the researcher 
should engage in member checking and ensure minority views are fairly 
represented. To enable others to construe the applicability of the research to their 
context, a case study report is developed. Finally, the trustworthiness of the 
research is critically reviewed by a panel of local respondents in the study having 
been continually conducted by the researcher throughout the study. 
7.4.2 Constructivist Grounded Theory 
The methodological procedures of &KDUPD]¶V (2006) Constructivist Grounded 
Theory are primarily based on Glaser and StrauVV¶V(1967) Grounded Theory. The 
iterative procedure begins with the selection the most appropriate data-gathering 
method for producing rich, social contextual and situational data. More typically, 
intensive interviewing, and the use of elicited and extant texts are employed. The 
data collected is WKHQ µFRGHG¶ VHH 6HFWLRQ  Ideas or hunches that become 
apparent during this process are noted in the form of memos. Theoretical sampling 
is used to obtain further selective data to refine and fill out major codes or categories 
emerging from the data. The iterations continue until theoretical saturation, when no 
more properties of the category appear during data collection. Throughout this 
process the researcher used constant comparison (Section 7.5.6) and memo writing 
techniques. The former helps ensure data is not forced into codes, codes into 
categories and categories into concepts, and the latter enables data to be compared 
at increasingly higher levels of theory and also to direct further data gathering. 
Finally, the researcher conducts a literature review and evaluates upon the research 
process and products.   
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7.4.3 Comparison between methodologies 
The methodological procedures adopted by Guba and Lincoln (1985) and Charmaz 
(2006) show much similarity. Both recommend the use of researcher-centred 
research methods, both view data collection as a series of similar iterative cycles, 
both emphasise that theories should be grounded in the data, and both promote 
purposeful sampling and constant comparison techniques. At a procedural level, 
differences in emphasis are apparent in the timing of the literature review and the 
use of established Grounded Theory techniques.  The timing of the literature review 
within an inquiry is a tension frequently discussed in the qualitative literature (Heath 
and Cowley, 2004). Glaser (1978) describes the proper pacing of reading the 
literature so as ³QRWWRFRQWDPLQDWHRQH¶Veffort to generate concepts from data with 
SUHFRQFHLYHG FRQFHSWV WKDW PD\ QRW UHDOO\ ILW ZRUN RU EH UHOHYDQW´ (Glaser, 
1978:31). In contrast Strauss and Corbin (1998) consider the use of the literature 
early in the research process to stimulate theoretical sensitivity and generate 
hypotheses. The extent to which Grounded Theory data analysis methods are 
utilised within the two methodologies differs. Guba and Lincoln (1985) suggest that 
the constant comparison technique should be the primary Grounded Theory 
technique, whereas Charmaz (2006) advocates the selective use of the full range of 
Grounded Theory techniques (for example, Glaser and Strauss, 1967; Glaser, 
1978). 
Beyond procedural differences, Glaser has made extensive criticisms of Charmaz¶V 
(2006) conception of Grounded Theory (see Glaser, 2002) DQG*XEDDQG/LQFROQ¶V
(1985) Naturalistic Inquiry (see Glaser, 2004) claiming they corrupt and 
unnecessarily remodel Grounded Theory. Many of his criticisms are at a 
paradigmatic level and highlight epistemological and theoretical differences, rather 
than methodological differences. According to Guba and Lincoln, paradigms are a 
systematic set of beliefs and methods that ³UHSUHVHQWDGLVWLOODtion of what we think 
DERXWWKHZRUOGEXWFDQQRWSURYH´ (Lincoln and Guba, 1985:15) . Hence, Guba and 
Lincoln (1985) would view any paradigmatic differences as incommensurable. In 
addition, Glaser (2002) concedes that many differences between his and Charmaz¶V 
(2006) approaches to Grounded Theory maybe due in part to their different use of 
WKH LQWHUYLHZ UHVHDUFK PHWKRG &KDUPD]¶V (2006) research background has 
necessitated the use of prolonged, in-depth interviews involving ³DFWLYH OLVWHQLQJ´ 
(Egan, 1998) whereas Glaser (2002) described much Grounded Theory interviewing 
as ³SDVVLYHOLVWHQLQJ´. 
102 
 
7.4.4 Implications for this research 
The following sections and chapter will provide the specific methodological details of 
the research conducted, but suffice to say that this inquiry adopted researcher-
centred methods which were entirely qualitative and in which I collected all the 
information from participants primarily via prolonged, in-depth interviews involving 
active, as opposed to passive, listening. However, data collected by a colleague in a 
parallel collaborative quantitative project and my own teaching were also included in 
the analysis as a form of triangulation. The information collected from 
undergraduates was in four iterative cycles (Level 1 focus groups, Level 1 research 
conversations, member checking and finally Level 3 research conversations) and 
from academics in two cycles (research conversations and member checking). The 
subsequent information analysis techniques used were those promoted by Charmaz 
(2006) and these helped ensure any tentative hypotheses were grounded in the 
information collected. The techniques employed included constant comparison and 
hermeneutic-dialectic as described by Guba and Lincoln (1985; 1989; 1990; 2001). 
As stated in the Introduction, this research was delimited to a particular cohort of 
undergraduates and those academics who taught undergraduates when the 
undergraduate research conversations and focus groups took place. Hence, this 
research adopted more of a convenience, as opposed to purpose or theoretical, 
VDPSOLQJVWUDWHJ\7KLVZDVSDUWO\GXH WRZDQWLQJ WRHQVXUHDOOSDUWLFLSDQWV¶YLHZV
and understandings were represented in this research and the need to collect 
information from undergraduates soon after they had begun their studies. More 
theoretical sampling techniques would have necessitated considerable information 
analysis prior to the purposeful selection of subsequent participants. Finally, the 
literature associated with this research was consulted throughout the study. Due to 
working on other research studies and preparing for my own teaching, no attempt 
was made to avoid reading the literature associated with this research. Indeed the 
study itself was partly inspired by my reading of /LYLQJVWRQH¶V&KLOGUHQ*R2QOLQH
studies. However, a more focussed review of the literature took place during the 
months before the Level 3 research conversations took place. Hence, the stud\¶V
conclusions were mostly formed after the final review of the literature. 
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7.5 Methods 
Crotty defines research µPHWKRGV¶ as ³WKHWHFKQLTXHVRUSURFHGXUHVXVHGWRJDWKHU
RUDQDO\VHGDWDUHODWHGWRVRPHUHVHDUFKTXHVWLRQRUK\SRWKHVLV´ (Crotty, 1998:3). 
There are many potential research methods that might be adopted in a particular 
methodology, although some may be more appropriate than others in adhering to 
WKHPHWKRGRORJ\¶VXQGHUO\LQJtheoretical perspective. For example, the experimental 
research method is unlikely to have a role in constructivist research, although the 
use of quantitative research methods per se may have a role in constructivist 
research. Rodwell (1998) emphasises that whilst it is not possible to hold both 
positivist and interpretive assumptions about inquiry, it is possible to conduct both 
qualitative and/or quantitative research, whilst still adhering to the epistemological 
positions of each theoretical perspective. However she then notes that whilst this 
might be possible, certain issues will need to be addressed. For example, issues 
relating to single (positivist inquiry) versus multiple (interpretative inquiry) realities, 
the relationship between the researcher and the participants (as a neutral observer 
in positivist inquiry and as someone who jointly constructs meaning in interpretive 
inquiry) and the generation of nomothetic (law-based) versus ideographic (symbols-
based) knowledge. 
The following sections summarise the key issues related to the research methods 
relevant to Naturalistic Inquiry (Lincoln and Guba, 1985) and Constructivist 
Grounded Theory (Charmaz, 2006). 
7.5.1 Interviewing 
The most common qualitative data collection method is probably the interview 
(Mason, 2002) and the one highlighted by Guba and Lincoln (1985) and Charmaz 
(2006). Charmaz (2006) states that intensive qualitative interviewing fits Grounded 
Theory methods particularly well since both are potentially open-ended yet directed, 
shaped yet emergent and paced yet unrestricted. Mason (2002) identifies three 
types of qualitative interviews (in-depth or intensive, semi-structured and loosely 
structured or unstructured) each typically involving an ³LQWHUDFWLRQDO H[FKDQJH RI
GLDORJXH´, having a relatively informal style, being ³WKHPDWLF WRSLF-centred, 
ELRJUDSKLFDO RU QDUUDWLYH´ and operating from the premise that, as knowledge is 
situated and contextual, the purpose of the interview ³LVWRHQVXUHWKDWWKHUHOHYDQW
FRQWH[WV DUH EURXJKW WR LQWR IRFXV VR WKDW VLWXDWHG NQRZOHGJH FDQ EH SURGXFHG´
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(Mason, 2002:62). Mishler (1986) claims that most research interviewing is 
conducted with a restricted conception of the interview process, and both Mason 
(2002) and Charmaz (2006) claim that many qualitative researchers inappropriately 
choose interviewing as a primary data collection method. Mason (2002) cites nine 
reasons why a researcher might select qualitative interviewing as a primary data 
collection method. These include their ontological position, for example they are 
LQWHUHVWHGLQSDUWLFLSDQWV¶SHUFHSWLRQVDQGWKHLUHSLVWHPRORJLFDOSRVLWLRQIRUH[DPSOH
researcher-participant dialogue is the only meaningful method for generating data. 
However, Mason (2002), Charmaz  (2006) and Silverman (2000) all warn of the 
epistemological implications of the latter approach. Essentially, interviews do not 
UHSURGXFH UHDOLWLHV 4XDOLWDWLYH LQWHUYLHZV DUH W\SLFDOO\ UHOLDQW RQ SDUWLFLSDQW¶V
capacities to verbalise, interact, conceptualise and remember (Mason, 2002). In 
DGGLWLRQ SDUWLFLSDQWV¶ µVWRULHV¶ provide accounts from particular points of view to 
serve a particular purpose, including tacit conversational rules, professional 
expectations about what µVKRXOG¶ be said and exercising subtle power relationships 
(Charmaz, 2006).  
7.5.2 Focus Groups 
Focus groups are a popular, but relatively recent, technique for gathering qualitative 
research data (Morgan, 1996). Williams and Katz define them as a ³VPDOOJDWKHULQJ
of individuals who have a common interest or characteristic, assembled by a 
moderator, who uses the group and its interactions as a way to gain information 
DERXW D SDUWLFXODU LVVXH´ (Williams and Katz, 2001). Although sometimes chosen 
because they save time compared to one-to-one interviews (Reed, 1997), with Agar 
and MacDonald (1995) describing them as the µIDVW IRRG¶ form of qualitative 
research, their primary advantage is to explicitly use the JURXS¶V LQWHUDFWLRQV WR
produce data (Barbour and Kitzinger, 1998) and their ability to facilitate individual 
responses in response to the contributions of other group participants (Morgan, 
1996; Glitz, 1998). Morgan (1996) elaborates on the latter claiming that focus 
groups can be more than the sum of individual interviews because participants feel 
the need to explain themselves and query each other and Doyle claims they have 
SRWHQWLDO ³accelerate the natural social processes by which individuals compare 
opinions with each other´(Doyle, 2004a). This in turn leads to additional data related 
to the extent of consensus and diversity. A further benefit is that focus groups also 
provide the opporWXQLW\ IRU WKH UHVHDUFKHU WR DVN TXHVWLRQV UHODWHG WR WKH JURXS¶V
previous responses. For example, asking them to compare their previously stated 
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experiences and views, rather than inferring these after the focus group (Morgan, 
1996). However, the potential for interaction amongst the focus group members is 
also one of the problematic areas of conducting focus group research data 
collection. In contrast with 0RUJDQ¶V (1996) studies, Agar and MacDonald (1995) 
found that focus groups reduced the burden on participants to explain themselves 
and the researchHU¶VLQWHUDFWLRQVKDGDWHQGHQF\WRGLVUXSWJURXSLQWHUDFWLRQVUDWKHU
than facilitate them. In addition, Reed (1997) highlighted issues related to the 
additional complexity of coding the focus group discussions (for example, 
associating comments to individuals), the additional complexity of the data analysis 
IRUH[DPSOH IRFXVJURXSSDUWLFLSDQW¶VYLHZVWHQGHGWRFKDQJH as the discussions 
progresses) and coping with formal and informal power relationships (for example 
RQH RI 5HHG¶V IRFXV JURXSV EHFDPH OLWWOH PRUH WKDQ D RQH-to-interview as one 
participant dominated the discussions). Reed concludes that focus groups may 
appear to be a ³TXLFN DQG HDV\ VKRUWFXW « EXW ZH ZRXOG DUJXH WKDW OLNH DOO
VKRUWFXWV WKLV DSSURDFK SURYLGHV D UHVWULFWHG YLHZ RI WKH WHUUDLQ EHLQJ WUDYHOOHG´ 
(Reed, 1997:770). 
7.5.3 Qualitative coding 
Typically in qualitative research, once the data has been collected, transcribed and 
read through, the transcripts are then coded (Creswell, 2003). Essentially, coding 
LQYROYHVEUHDNLQJWKHWUDQVFULSWWH[WVLQWRµFKXQNV¶DQGUHDVVHPEOLQJWKHVHµFKXQNV¶
in a meaningful way. The precise method for breaking and assembling these 
µFKXQNV¶ LV GHSHQGHQW XSRQ WKH TXDOLWDWLYH UHVHDUFK VWUDWHJ\ HPSOR\HG (Creswell, 
2003). Lincoln and Guba (1985) Naturalistic Inquiry stops short of giving detailed 
coding instructions, suggesting researchers ground their theories in the data by 
employing hermeneutic-dialectic (see Section 7.5.4) and constant comparison 
techniques (see Section 7.5.6). However, the data analysis techniques espoused by 
Grounded Theory provides more detailed guidance.  
Glaser and Strauss (2006) note the existence of two dominant qualitative coding 
approaches. The first approach is more µGHGXFWLYH¶ and involves converting data to 
some quantifiable form (µFRGHV¶) to test a priori hypothesis. The second approach is 
more µLQGXFWLYH¶ and involves coding the data first to generate a posteriori 
hypothesis. They promote a third approach for Grounded Theory that combines the 
³H[SOLFLWFRGLQJSURFHGXUHVRIWKHILUVWDSSURDFKDQGWKHVW\OHRIWKHRU\GHYHORSPHQW
RI WKH VHFRQG´ as a series of iterative steps until (Glaser and Strauss, 2006:102). 
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This involves initially free or open codLQJ WKH WUDQVFULSWV 7KDW LV µFKXQNV¶ RI WH[W 
(words, phrases, incidents or lines of text, depending on the research being 
conducted) are assigned a code (a shorthand label) that constitutes what the 
researcher understands it means or represents. Initial codes are tentative and stick 
closely to the data rather than representing some pre-existing concepts. Constant 
FRPSDULVRQWHFKQLTXHV6HFWLRQDUHXVHGWRHQVXUHDQ\UHSHDWHGFRGHV µILW¶
the data. Inevitably, initial coding produces numerous codes that need to be 
synthesised. The second µIRFXVHG¶coding phase involves using the most significant 
or frequent initial codes to recode the transcripts (Charmaz, 2006). Constant 
comparison techniques are used again to ensure the codes assigned are grounded 
in the data. &RGHV WKDW GR QRW µILW¶ WKH GDWD DUHPRGLILHG RU RPLWWHG The focused 
codes begin to crystallise meanings and actions in the data. Codes may be gathered 
together to form categories or subcategories. The third and final coding phase 
involves the creation of theoretical codes that bring together the substantive focus 
categories into tentative hypotheses and eventually an overall theory. To support 
theoretical coding Glaser (1978) proposes a series of coding families that include 
WKH µ6L[ &¶V¶ &DXVHV &RQWH[WV &RQWLQJHQFLHV &RQVHTXHQFHV Covariances and 
Conditions. These coding families are prompts for the researcher ³WRWHOODQDQDO\WLF
VWRU\WKDWKDVFRKHUHQFH«[and] PRYH\RXUDQDO\WLFVWRU\LQDWKHRUHWLFDOGLUHFWLRQ´ 
(Charmaz, 2006:63).    
Strauss and Corbin (1990) propose another type of coding that overlaps and 
replaces many aspects of the focused and theoretical coding phases. µ$[LDO¶FRGLQJ
enables the data to be brought back together after initial open coding to form the 
basis of a theory. Axial coding entails specifying the properties and dimensions of a 
category, and its relationship to other categories, to form ³D dense texture of 
relationships DURXQGWKHµD[LV¶RIDFDWHJRU\´ (Straus, 1987:64). Strauss and Corbin 
apply a set of technical terms and techniques to make the relationships between 
categories visible to the researcher. In one organising scheme they specify that the 
research considers (amongst others) the conditions, actions/interactions and 
consequences of categories formed. Although Charmaz does not dismiss this 
coding phase, she warns that ³DWEHVWD[LDOFRGLQJKHOSVFODULI\DQGWRH[WHQGWKH
DQDO\WLF SRZHU RI \RXU HPHUJLQJ LGHDV´ and ³$W ZRUVH LW FDVWV D WHFKQRORJLFDO
overlay on the data ± DQGSHUKDSV\RXUILQDODQDO\VLV´ (Charmaz, 2006:63). 
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7.5.4 Hermeneutic-dialectic techniques 
Guba and Lincoln (1985; 1989; 1990; 2001) place µKHUPHQHXWLF-GLDOHFWLFV¶ at the 
heart of constructivist inquiry. They summarise this as the ³« SURFHVV E\ ZKLFK
constructions entertained by the several involved individuals and groups 
(stakeholders) are first uncovered and plumbed for meaning [hermeneutics] and 
then confronted, compared, and contrasted in encounter situations [dialectics]´
(Guba and Lincoln, 2001). Guba describes this process in more detail:  
³7KH FRQVWUXFWLYLVW SURFHHGV LQ ZD\V WKDW DLP WR LGHQWLI\ WKH YDULHW\ RI
constructions that exist and bring them into as much consensus as 
possible. This process has two aspects: hermeneutics and dialectics. The 
hermeneutic aspect consists in depicting individual constructions as 
accurately as possible, while the dialectic aspect consists of comparing 
and contrasting these existing individual (including the inquirer's) 
constructions so that each respondent must confront the constructions of 
others and come to terms with them. The hermeneutic/dialectic 
methodology aims to produce as informed and sophisticated a 
FRQVWUXFWLRQRUPRUHOLNHO\FRQVWUXFWLRQVDVSRVVLEOH´ 
(Guba, 1990:26) 
Hermeneutics is categorised by Crotty (1998) as a theoretical research perspective, 
as an ³DQFLHQW GLVFLSOLQH´ by Reason and Rowan (1981) and a methodology by 
Lincoln and Guba (1998), although in Naturalistic Inquiry, Lincoln and Guba (1985) 
treat this as one of several research methods that supports their research design. 
The most important principles of hermeneutics is the µKHUPHQHXWLF FLUFOH¶ (Reason 
and Rowan, 1981) where in order to understand the whole, one has to understand 
the constituent parts, but to understand the constituent parts, one has to understand 
the whole. In contrast, dialectics is ³WKH VWXG\ RI LQWHUQDO FRQWUDGLFWLRQV´ (Kvale, 
1996:55) and is a process that opposes hermeneutics in the sense that 
hermeneutics is attempting to converge meanings and dialectics is attempting to 
expose contradictions in meanings formed (Kvale, 1996). Hence, Lincoln and 
*XED¶VFRQFHSWLRQRIKHUPHQHXWLF-dialectics and their constructivist methodology, is 
both iterative and recursive. 
7.5.5 Triangulation 
Seeking to corroborate one source and method with another, or enhance the quality 
RI WKH GDWD WKURXJK VRPH IRUP RI ³triangulation´ RI PHWKRGV (Mason, 2002) is a 
technique of research to which many subscribe, but few practice (Cohen et al., 
2001). The former motive in qualitative inquiry has been seen as a fallible path to 
validity since it implies a µtrue fix¶ on reality DQG KDV ³analytical limitations´
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(Silverman, 2000) 7ULDQJXODWLRQ DOVR LPSOLHV WKDW ³there is one, objective and 
knowable social reality´(Mason, 2002). Hence, the use of triangulation techniques 
for the purposes of validating the findings has been seen as philosophically 
problematic, but critics of this technique do not dispute its validity for augmenting 
findings (Silverman, 2000; Mason, 2002). This view is compatible with Lincoln and 
*XED¶V1DWXUDOLVWLF,QTXLUy (1985) methodology that underpins this research. 
7.5.6 Constant Comparison 
The constant comparison technique is a generic data analysis technique common to 
many research designs including Lincoln and Guba¶VNaturalistic Inquiry (1985) and 
Glaser and Strauss¶VGrounded Theory (2006). Variations include µ1HJDWLYH &DVH
$QDO\VLV¶ (Lincoln and Guba, 1985) RUµDeviant-&DVH$QDO\VLV¶ (Silverman, 2000). It 
is a systematic procedure for ensuring the theories or working hypotheses 
developed are grounded in all the data collected. The technique essentially involves 
starting: 
³« ZLWK D VPDOO EDWFK RI GDWD $ SURYLVLRQDO DQDO\WLF VFKHPH LV
generated. The scheme is then compared to other data, and 
modifications made in the scheme as necessary. The provisional analytic 
VFKHPH LVFRQVWDQWO\FRQIURQWHGE\ µQHJDWLYH¶RU µGLVFUHSDQW¶FDVHVXQWLO
the researcher has derived a small set of recursive rules that incorporate 
DOOWKHGDWDLQWKHDQDO\VLV´ 
(Mehan, 1979) 
µ1HJDWLYH &DVH $QDO\VLV¶ (Lincoln and Guba, 1985) RU  µDeviant-&DVH $QDO\VLV¶ 
(Silverman, 2000) are thus particular constant comparison techniques where the 
researcher actively seeks negative or deviant cases in order to refine the working 
hypothesis being developed. Through the process of constant comparison, gaps in 
the data analysis may emerge requiring the purposeful selection of participants that 
may provide illuminating examples to reinforce or amend any theory being 
developed. This is labelled as µWKHRUHWLFDO VDPSOLQJ¶ by Glaser and Strauss (1967; 
2006) and µSXUSRVHIXOVDPSOLQJ¶ by Lincoln and Guba (1985).  
7.5.7 Use of quantitative data 
Chapter 1 has already referred to three sets of quantitative data gathered at the 
same time this research was conducted using the Survey of Communication 
Technology Use (Cox et al., 2008), a Learning Style Inventory (Kolb, 1976) and a 
Approaches and Study Skills Inventory for Students (ASSIST) questionnaire 
(Entwistle, 1997). The issues raised by Rodwell (see above) related to the use of 
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quantitative data in constructivist research need to be addressed. The results from 
the survey, inventory and questionnaire give the impression of a single µWUXH¶ reality 
with nomothetic conclusions (for example, students prefer website X), whereas more 
qualitative techniques produce more complex interpretations, consisting of multiple 
viewpoints, even amongst the same individuals (for example, students may have 
many different IDYRXULWH¶ websites depending on the context, their mood, the 
purpose, who was asking, and so on). Lincoln and Guba (1985) state that use of 
quantitative data within constructivist inquiry is commensurate providing the 
researcher acknowledges the epistemological underpinnings that the quantitative 
data used: 
³It is not crucial that naturalistic inquiry be carried out using qualitative 
methods exclusively or at all (although mounting a naturalistic inquiry by 
purely quantitative means stretches the imagination) ... but the inquirer 
who does not adopt, however provisionally, the axioms of the naturalistic 
paradigm cannot be said to be doing naturalistic inquiry´ 
(Lincoln and Guba, 1985:250). 
Furthermore, from a positivist viewpoint issues have been raised about the use of 
.ROE¶V/HDUQLQJ6W\OH ,QYHQWRU\DQG(QWZLVWOH¶V$66,67 Both have been criticised 
for their XQUHOLDELOLW\ DOWKRXJK (QWZLVWOH¶V $66,67 IDUHV EHWter at indicating a HE 
VWXGHQW¶V FRUH OHDUQLQJDSSURDFKHV (Coffield et al., 2004). Coffield also notes that 
(QWZLVWOH¶V$66,67KDVEHHQFULWLFLVHGIRULWs unquestioned preference for the deep 
approach, whereas strategic and even surface approaches may be effective in some 
contexts. Moreover, WKHWHVWVDUHIUHTXHQWO\XVHGWRLGHQWLI\VWXGHQWV¶OHDUQLQJVW\OHV
and approaches yet both were originally intended to support VWXGHQWV¶metacognition 
reflections and supporting activities. It follows that, within this research the results of 
both tests have been treated tentatively. 
7.6 Implications for this research 
The primary information collection method used in this research was inspired by 
Charmaz¶V (2006) conception of an intensive, open-ended, semi-structured 
qualitative interview. As emphasised by Mason (2002), Charmaz  (2006) and 
Silverman (2000), researchers sometimes mistakenly use research interviews as a 
ZD\RIUHSURGXFLQJµUHDOLWLHV¶ZKHUHDV they can only give an insight into SDUWLFLSDQWV¶
recollections and perceptions of experiences and understandings. Hence, the 
research interview or research conversation aligns well with a study that aims to 
H[SORUHXQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶DQGDFDGHPLFV¶SHUFHSWLRQV 
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Research conversations were chosen since they are the only meaningful method of 
JOHDQLQJ SHRSOH¶V SHUFHSWLRQV RI VRPH DEVWUDFW FRQFHSW (Charmaz, 2006). Whilst 
the reflexive stance adopted towards this research will not negate issues relating to 
the use of research conversations for collecting information, it will help ensure the 
issues are more transparent to the reader and an integral part of the analysis. A 
further form of research conversation was used just before the undergraduates 
began their formal studies in my school 7R FDSWXUH XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶ YLHZV DQG
understandings in the couple of days before they began their studies, I held focus 
groups with all but two undergraduates in the research cohort. This was primarily for 
pragmatic reasons, but also because the interactions between focus group 
participants might act as a catalyst for exploring the diversity of potential views and 
understandings held (Doyle, 2004a). 
The information analysis techniques employed in this study were primarily based on 
those described by Charmaz (2006) who was influenced by the techniques 
proposed by Glaser and Strauss (1967; 1978). +RZHYHU *ODVHU¶V (1978) coding 
families were QRWXVHGVLQFHDSUHYLRXVVWXG\ LQWRVFKRRO WHDFKHUV¶SHUFHSWLRQVRI
being Internet literate found them cumbersome. However, this study endeavours to 
adhere to the principles of constant comparison (including negative or deviant-case 
analysis) and hermeneutic-dialectics that are at the heart of Naturalistic Inquiry and 
Grounded Theory. In addition, a form of triangulation was employed primarily to 
augment the VWXG\¶Vfindings as opposed to validate them. Comparisons were made 
between the information collected from research conversations, focus groups and 
parallel Survey of Communication Technology Use, ASSIST and LSI surveys. Any 
consensus identified was subject to delimitations as highlighted in a constructivist 
methodology (Lincoln and Guba, 1985). Conversely, any disagreements that were 
identified were the source of discussion and additional insights, not potential 
invalidity.   
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Chapter 8: Applying the constructivist research 
design 
This research was inspired by *XEDDQG/LQFROQ¶V(1985) conception of Naturalistic 
Inquiry and &KDUPD]¶V (2006) constructivist conception of Grounded Theory. The 
rationale for the various research design decisions was indicated in the previous 
chapter. This chapter describes the research conducted in more detail and indicates 
any variance from the overall research strategy. On this basis, this chapter 
describes a four phase research design to gather and analyse information related to 
undergraduates, and a two phase research design to gather and analyse 
information related to academics. In addition, this chapter provides details of the 
ethical procedures followed, the parallel collaborative research study and additional 
information collected from my teaching. 
8.1 Ethics 
My school implements the University¶V UHVHDUFK HWKLFV review procedure which 
applies to all research carried out by staff or students involving µhuman participants¶. 
This consists of completing an ethics application form and, for research which is 
FODVVLILHG DV µORZ ULVN¶ participant consent forms and information sheets (see 
Appendices). In addition to administrative details, the application form briefly 
summarised the VWXG\¶V aims, objectives and methodology, and then identified any 
³SRWHQWLDOIRUSK\VLFDODQGRUSV\FKRORJLFDOKDUPGLVWUHVVWRSDUWLFLSDQWV´. I said that 
the participants in this research would suffer no physical harm, but recognised that 
the research conversations and focus groups had the potential IRU µSV\FKRORJLFDO
KDUP¶. Hence I stressed that ³the aim of the interviews and focus groups [was] to 
listen to participants ZLWKRXW MXGJHPHQW RU DVVHVVPHQW´. I also recognised the 
SRWHQWLDO IRU VWXGHQWV¶ FRPPHQWV WR influence my views of their academic abilities. 
Hence it was necessary to emphasise on the application form and participant 
information sheets that any comments made would not affect their academic grades. 
In addition, I recognised that focus group participants might disclose to third parties 
what was said during the focus groups. Hence, it was also necessary to state on the 
application form and participant information sheets that ³participants will be asked to 
respect the confidentiality RIDOOFRPPHQWVPDGHE\RWKHUV´. The ethics application 
form also required various other statements to be made regarding the confidentiality 
of any data collected, how the data would not identify individuals and how any 
112 
 
associated documents and audio files would be stored in a secure place. All 
documentation was UHYLHZHG E\ WKH UHVHDUFK VWXGHQW¶V VXSHUYLVRU Dnd two 
academics not related to the research. This was approved on 17th August 2008. 
Since conducting the research, other ethical issues arose that were not anticipated 
when the ethics application form was submitted. These primarily relate to the 
anonymity of the participants. Firstly, the use of codes to hide the identity of 
individuals was deemed insufficient. It became apparent that the text that described 
the analysis of the information collected could indirectly identify individuals. For 
example, by a process of elimination, an individual could be identified or, when 
directly quoting what participant said, they might indirectly refer to an individual or 
group. This necessitated either removing some direct quotes or deliberately making 
the surrounding narrative more abstract. Secondly, Dr. Andrew Cox wanted to be 
identified in any documentation related to the outcomes of this study. To 
accommodate his wishes and to maintain consistency in presentation, he agreed 
that I could simply identify him here as Academic 03. 
8.2 Academics 
In line with the research design, research conversations were considered the most 
effective method to explore the research questions related to the academics in my 
school. A three phase research design was originally proposed. The first phase 
consisted of research conversations with all academics that taught undergraduates 
and, for pragmatic reasons, were available between September and November 
2008. These research conversations were intended to provide a diversity of views 
and understandings that would be pursued in a second phase of research 
conversations with specific academics, whose views and understandings needed 
further exploration. A final third member checking phase was also proposed. In total 
17 of 19 potential academics were involved in this research, the remaining two being 
on study leave. All research conversations took place in the DFDGHPLF¶VRZQoffice, 
although the research conversation with Academic 06 took place at the DFDGHPLF¶V
home due to their time constraints. After, reassuring each academic about 
confidentiality and anonymity, and asking them to sign an ethical consent form, the 
following statement was read out: 
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, DP UHVHDUFKLQJ DFDGHPLFV¶ DQG VWXGHQWV¶ SHUFHSWLRQV RI ZKDW LW PHDQV WR EH
literate in the so called Digital Age. During this interview I am interested in your 
H[SHULHQFHVSHUFHSWLRQDQGSHGDJRJLHVIRUEHLQJZKDWPLJKWEHWHUPHGµ,Qternet 
OLWHUDWH¶ %\ ,QWHUQHW , DFWXDOO\ PHDQ FRPSXWHU DSSOLFDWLRQV PD\EH RQ D 3& EXW
could be on a mobile phone or PDA) that access other computer applications 
(usually on a server), frequently in different parts of the world, via networks using a 
agreed protocol (TCP-IP) 
 This was followed by questions adapted from the following list. That is, the list 
represents a set of potential prompts as opposed to survey interview or semi-
structured interview schedule. As with the student focus groups and research 
conversations, the prompts consisted of a principal question followed by a 
subsidiary question (see Doyle, 2004b). It was reiterated throughout the research 
conversation that the primary focus of this research was undergraduates within my 
school.  
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Principal question  Subsidiary question  Main 
research 
question 
addressed in 
2008 
1. If the Internet disappeared 
tomorrow, would you miss it? 
What would you miss? 
To what extent do you feel you will be 
using the Internet in the future? 
RQ7-2008 
2. How might you describe 
someone who is µ,QWHUQHW
OLWHUDWH¶" 
:RXOG \RX GHVFULEH DQ µ,QWHUQHW
OLWHUDWH¶VWXGHQWGLIIHUHQWO\" 
What would be your perception of an 
Internet literate university? 
How would you describe a good or 
HIIHFWLYH ,QWHUQHW XVHU « VRPHRQH
who was Internet literate? 
What skills or understandings do you 
think people need be Internet literate? 
RQ11-2008 
3. Describe a task where you feel 
\RXDUHEHLQJµ,QWHUQHWOLWHUDWH¶" 
What do you feel is the most difficult 
aspect of using the Internet or its 
related technologies?   
RQ8-2008 
+RZµ,QWHUQHWOLWHUDWH¶ZRXOG
you consider yourself? Please 
explain? 
Do you feel you now have all the 
Internet skills and understanding you 
need? 
RQ8-2008 
5. What do you think students 
use the Internet, and its related 
technologies, for?  
How might stuGHQWV¶XVHRIWKH,QWHUQHW
differ than your own? 
RQ9-2008 
+RZµ,QWHUQHWOLWHUDWH¶GR\RX
feel our students need to be? 
What level of Internet skills and 
understanding do students need to 
VXFFHVVIXOO\DFFRPSOLVK\RXUPRGXOH¶V
learning outcomes? 
RQ10-2008 
7. Whose role do you feel it is to 
facilitate Internet literate 
students? Why? 
What do you feel is your role in 
facilitating Internet literate students? 
What do you feel is your contribution to 
facilitating Internet literate students? 
RQ11-2008 
RQ12-2008 
8. Please tell me about anything that we have not covered during the 
interview and that you feel might be relevant to this research? 
 
7DEOH$FDGHPLFV¶UHVHDUFKFRQYHUVDWLRQSURPSWV 
During the research conversations with academics, the term µ,QWHUQHW OLWHUDWH¶ was 
used in a utilitarian way, like everyday uses of the terms µFRPSXWHUOLWHUDWH¶, µQXPEHU
OLWHUDWH¶ and µILQDQFLDOO\ OLWHUDWH¶ to mean someone who has a nominal level of 
computing, arithmetic and financial skills respectively. However, as information 
literacy is a key concept within my school, the terms µ,QWHUQHW OLWHUDWH¶ and µ,QWHUQHW
literacy¶ have the potential to mean much more than a µQRPLQDO OHYHO RI ,QWHUQHW
VNLOOV¶. As more academic research conversations were conducted, the 
conversations became increasingly less focused on the original list of questions to 
the point where I only asked the first question and directed the remainder of the 
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conversation at saturating the conceptual categories being developed. The latter 
first phase research conversations produced little new information to add richness to 
the core categories developed. Hence, the second research conversation phase 
was felt less necessary and, given the limited time available, was suspended.  
All research conversations with academics were digitally sound recorded, 
transcribed shortly afterwards and analysed three times with the logistical support of 
NVivo9 software. The Appendices shows a screenshot of one analysis. Each 
analysis focussed on different aspects of the academics research conversations: 
content, for example, different ways in which academics conceived the Internet; 
processes, for example, different ways in which academics grappled with notions of 
literacy; and definitions, for example, how their Internet literacy-related definitions 
UHODWHG WR %ORRP¶V 7D[RQRP\ $V ZLWK WKH VWXGHQW FRGLQJ I used hermeneutic-
dialectic (Section 7.5.4) techniques to analyse the information gathered, and 
undertook systematic constant comparison (Section 7.5.6). In addition, theoretical 
memo writing was undertaken throughout the analysis, with the final memos forming 
the academics analysis and discussion chapters of this thesis. Finally, the 
academics involved were e-mailed a copy of the analysis on 7th July 2010:  
Dear X, 
Back in November 2008 you kindly agreed to be interviewed for my PhD research. 
After two years and several writing iterations I have finally drafted the associated 
analysis chapter (see attached). Please would you look through to ensure I have not 
misrepresented your views? I will endeavour to correct any errors or 
misunderstandings.  
Please note that you are interviewee X. 
Thank you 
Peter 
As with the student member check phase, only four academics replied (Academics 
08, 14, 16 and 18) saying that I had adequately represented their views. Academic 
13 chose to place the transcript in my office tray, commenting on some 
typographical errors. There were no opportunities to enter into a dialogue. Again, the 
116 
 
delay of around 20 months between conducting the research conversations may 
have been a contributing factor. 
8.3 Undergraduates 
Guba and Lincoln (1989b) propose a two phase research design consisting of 
information gathering that is more exploratory and about exploring ³:KDW¶VJRLQJRQ
here?´, followed by a second phase where the various views and perspectives 
identified during the first phase are H[SORUHGLQPRUHGHSWK³confronted, compared, 
and contrasted´ (Guba and Lincoln, 2001). Whilst my previous interactions with 
students provided a sound basis for an in-depth investigation of their academic-
related Internet literacies, my XQGHUVWDQGLQJ RI VWXGHQWV¶ QRQ-academic Internet 
literacies was scant. Hence, Guba and Lincoln¶V (1989b) two phase research design 
was initially adopted along with a third, member checking phase. In addition, after 
further consideration of the research context in 2011 (see RQ4-2011) a fourth phase 
ZDV LQWURGXFHG WR H[SORUH WKH H[WHQW WR ZKLFK XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶ YLHZV DQG
understandings had evolved since the initial two phases. 
8.3.1 Exploratory phase 
As aspects of the research purpose and aims relate to the transition between the 
VWXGHQWV¶ SUHYLRXV HGXFDWLRQ DQG WKHLU QHZ XQLYHUVLW\ GHJUHH WKH /HYHO 
undergraduate information collection began soon after the students had begun their 
degree studies (September and October 2008). Arguably, their recollections of their 
previous education would be µIUHVKHU¶ and the impact of their current university 
education would less affect their views and understandings. Given the exploratory 
nature of this phase of the research, and the need to conduct information collection 
within a short time span, focus groups were chosen as opposed to one-to-one 
research conversations or other information gathering methods (for example, 
observation). Arguably, focus groups would provide more diverse views (see 
Morgan, 1996; Barbour and Kitzinger, 1998; Glitz, 1998) and be a more effective 
method at this exploratory phase of the research. 
All 24 undergraduates were invited to take part in one of four focus groups. It was 
emphasised that attendance was entirely voluntary and independent from their 
degree studies. Regardless, 20 students took part in one of four focus groups. The 
objective was to produce a provisional list of questions or prompts for use in the 
second phase. The number of students attending each focus group ranged from 3 to 
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7. After introducing the purpose of the focus group, giving reassurances about 
confidentiality and anonymity, and signing ethical consent forms, four key areas 
were explored. My role during the focus groups was to facilitate a research 
conversation by asking relevant and empathetic questions that encouraged the 
students to express their views and XQGHUVWDQGLQJV LQ UHODWLRQ WR WKH SURMHFW¶V
research questions (see Barbour and Kitzinger, 1998). A list of focus group prompts 
was used during each focus group based on the research questions and the Survey 
of Technology Use conducted with the previous cohort of undergraduates (Cox et 
al., 2008). 7KHSURPSWVIROORZ'R\OH¶V(2004b) recommendation that there should be 
a principal question followed by a subsidiary question. The subsidiary questions 
were only used when I felt the group had not thoroughly explored their views. The 
focus groups were digitally sound recorded and transcribed shortly afterwards. The 
following table contains the principal and subsidiary focus group questions and the 
research questions each principal question addresses. Where possible, the principal 
and subsidiary questions were adapted and woven into the focus group 
conversations as opposed to being asked in a survey-like manner. 
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Principal question asked Subsidiary questions  Main 
research 
questions 
addressed 
1. Your current use of the Internet 
If the Internet disappeared tomorrow, 
would you miss it?  
What would you miss and why?  
To what extent do you feel you will be 
using the Internet in the future? 
RQ1-2008 
RQ2-2008 
What do you use the Internet, and its 
related technologies, for?  
How often do you use the Internet? 
How do you access the Internet?  
Where do you access the Internet? 
RQ1-2008 
RQ2-2008 
2. Gaining Internet skills and understanding 
Describe a task where you 
demonstrated a high level of Internet 
skills and understandings?  
What do you feel is the most difficult 
aspect of using the Internet or its 
related technologies?   
RQ1-2008 
RQ3-2008 
How do you feel you acquired your 
Internet skills and understanding?  
Were there any Internet learning 
experiences that you now feel are 
particularly note-worthy?  
What Internet teaching or training did 
you receive? 
RQ3-2008 
RQ5-2008 
How would you rate the Internet 
teaching or training you received at 
school or college? Please explain.  
How do you feel your school or college 
Internet education compares with your 
out of school or college learning? 
RQ5-2008 
RQ6-2008 
3. Your views about what makes a good or effective Internet user 
How would you describe a good or 
effective Internet user?  
What skills or understandings do you 
think people need be effective Internet 
users? 
RQ3-2008 
4. Your view of your own Internet abilities 
How would you rate your own 
Internet skills and understanding?  
Do you feel you now have all the 
Internet skills and understanding you 
need? 
RQ3-2008 
AOB 
Please tell me about anything that we have not covered during the interview and that you feel 
might be relevant to this research? 
Table 8.2 Focus group prompts 
2QH RI WKH PDLQ SXUSRVHV RI WKH IRFXV JURXSV ZDV WR H[SORUH VWXGHQWV¶
understanding of being Internet literate at the very beginning of their studies. Unlike 
the information gathering conducted with academics where it was assumed they had 
an understanding of the terms µOLWHUDF\¶ and µLQIRUPDWLRQ OLWHUDF\¶, no equivalent 
assumption was made about undergraduateV¶ XQGHUVWDQGLQJV RI WKHVH WHUPV
+HQFHWRH[SORUHVWXGHQWV¶SHUFHSWLRQVRIEHLQJ,QWHUQHWOLWHUDWHLWZDVQHFHVVDU\WR
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ask indirect questions related to how they had gained their Internet skills and 
understandings, what makes a good or effective Internet user and their view of their 
own Internet-related abilities. It was anticipated that from the answers to these 
TXHVWLRQVVWXGHQWV¶SHUFHSWLRQVRIEHLng Internet literate could be inferred. 
The transcripts from the four focus groups were analysed using Grounded Theory 
techniques and the logistical (as opposed to conceptual) support of NVivo9 
software30. I endeavoured to use constant comparison (Section 7.5.6) and 
hermeneutic-dialectic (Section 7.5.4) techniques at all stages to ensure the codes 
developed were grounded in the information gathered. Coding was done at a theme-
by-theme level necessitating coding either phrases or sentences. After several 
iterations of open and focused coding, a set of tentative codes were produced 
consisting of 9 principal categories (for exampleµconceptions of Internet¶, µorigins of 
Internet skills¶, µperception of being Internet literate¶) which were divided into 2 to 5 
sub-categories (for example, the affective category was divided into µFonfident in 
own Internet abilities¶, µlack of motivation to learn more¶, µsocial pressure to use 
Internet¶), which were in turn divided into further sub-categories. Whilst this first 
attempt produced valuable content categories, I felt that the categories failed to 
entirely capture undergraduDWHV¶XQGHUO\LQJPRWLYDWLRQVDQGIHHOLQJVDQGXOWLPDWHO\
failed to entirely produce categories relevant to the research aims. According to 
Charmaz, ³DGRSWLQJ JHUXQGV IRVWHUV WKHRUHWLFDO VHQVLWLYLW\ EHFDXVH WKHVH ZRUGV
QXGJHXVRXWRIVWDWLFWRSLFVDQGLQWRHQDFWHGSURFHVVHV´ (Charmaz, 2006). Hence, 
after the first attempt at coding, the focus group transcripts were reanalysed using 
gerunds revealing valuable new insights previously obscured by predominantly 
using categories composed of predominantly nouns and adjectives. These included: 
µVXIILFLQJ¶ µGHYDOXLQJSUHYLRXV,&7HGXFDWLRQ¶DQGµGLVWLQJXLVKLQJEHWZHHQSDUHQWV

DQGVWXGHQWV
,&7FRPIRUWOHYHOV¶ (see Table 8.3). 
8.3.2 First developmental phase  
During the second phase of student-related information gathering, all 24 BSc 
Information Management students were invited to one-to-one meeting31 related to 
the focus group just conducted. With the exception of one student who failed to 
respond to numerous e-mail requests, 23 meetings took place between April and 
May 2009. Research conversations were felt to be the most effective method of 
                                               
30 NVivo9 software homepage: http://www.qsrinternational.com/products nvivo.aspx 
31 This was done via e-mail, but all related e-mails have been deleted 
120 
 
HOLFLWLQJWKHGLYHUVLW\RIVWXGHQWV¶YLHZVDQGHQVXULQJVWXGHQWVIHOWFRPIRUWDEOHEHLQJ
critical of the views of the other students. The latter was felt important since, during 
WKHSUHYLRXVIRFXVJURXSVVWXGHQWVWHQGHGRQO\WRVXSSRUWHDFKRWKHUV¶VWDWHPHQWV
rather than be critical. It was as if the students wanted to maintain group harmony. 
After reassuring the students about confidentiality and anonymity of the information 
gathered, and signing ethical consent forms, I read out a statement based on one of 
the focus group principal coding categories, followed by questions that prompted the 
student to judge the extent they felt the statement applied to them. The following 
table contains the statements read out, the question prompts, the research question 
addressed and the principal focus group coding category that the statement was 
derived from. As with the focus groups, the questions asked were adapted 
according to what had been said previously, and woven into the conversations as 
opposed to being asked in a survey-like manner. 
Statement Prompt Main 
research 
questions 
addressed 
Principal focus 
group coding 
category 
1. During the previous focus 
groups, several students 
said that using the Internet 
was natural or implied it was 
almost instinctive.  
To what extent do you 
feel using the Internet is 
natural or instinctive?  
Why do you feel this? 
RQ3-2008 µNaturally using 
and acquiring 
Internet skills¶ 
2. Several students gave the 
impression that they were 
confident using the Internet 
and its applications.  
To what extent do you 
feel confident using the 
Internet?  
Why do you feel this? 
RQ3-2008 
RQ4-2008 
µBeing confident 
in own Internet 
skills and 
understandings¶ 
3. Regarding the using the 
Internet and its applications, 
several students gave the 
impression that they learnt 
as much as they needed to.  
To what extent would you 
agree?  
Why? 
RQ2-2008 
RQ3-2008 
RQ4-2008 
µSufficing 
(satisficing)¶ 
4. During the focus groups, 
some students viewed their 
previous ICT education 
favourably, whilst others 
viewed it unfavourably.   
What is your view?  
Can you cite any 
evidence? 
RQ5-2008 
RQ6-2008 
µ>De]valuing 
previous ICT 
education¶ 
5. Several students spoke 
about ³SLFNLQJ-XS´WKHLU
Internet skills (maybe by trail 
and error, advice from 
others, online tutorials etc.)  
To what extent have you 
µSLFNHG-XS¶\RXU,QWHUQHW
skills?  
Why do you feel this?  
:KDWGRHVµSLFN-XS¶PHDQ
to you? 
RQ3-2008 
RQ6-2008 
µPicking it up (ICT 
skills)¶ 
Table 8.3 Undergraduate research conversation prompts (Continued next page) 
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6. When faced with a 
problem using the Internet or 
its applications, some 
students seemed to greatly 
value the opinion of others.  
To what extent would you 
seek and WUXVWVRPHRQH¶V
opinions? 
RQ5-2008 
RQ6-2008 
µTrusting the 
views of others¶ 
7. During the previous focus 
groups several students had 
strong views about what was 
good Internet practice and 
almost looked down upon 
those that had other views.  
To what extent do you 
feel your views are right? 
RQ3-2008 
RQ4-2008 
µDoing the right 
thing¶ 
8. During the previous focus 
groups some students 
pointed out that their parents 
were not as skilful as them at 
using the Internet.  
To what extent do you 
IHHODSHUVRQ¶VDJHDQG
their ability to use ICT are 
related?  
Why do you feel this? 
RQ3-2008 µDistinguishing 
between parents' 
and students' ICT 
comfort levels¶ 
9. During the previous focus 
groups several students said 
they depended on the 
,QWHUQHW³IRUHYHU\WKLQJ´ 
To what extent do you 
depend upon the 
Internet?  
Why do you feel this? 
RQ1-2008 
RQ2-2008 
µDepending upon 
the Internet¶ 
10. During the previous 
focus groups, several 
students felt pressure to use 
the Internet. For example, 
XVHµ)DFHERRN¶EHFDXVH
everyone else was using it.  
To what extent do you 
feel pressurised to use 
the Internet and its 
applications?  
Why do you feel this? 
RQ1-2008 
RQ2-2008 
µFeeling 
pressurised (or 
not) to conform¶ 
11. During the previous 
focus groups it became 
apparent that some students 
were very selective about 
what they used the Internet 
for.  
To what extent are you 
selective about what you 
use the Internet for? 
RQ1-2008 
RQ2-2008 
µDiscerning use 
of Internet¶ 
Please tell me about anything that we have not covered during the interview and that you 
feel might be relevant to this research? 
Table 8.3 Undergraduate research conversation prompts (Continued) 
To elicit a further understanding of their perceptions, additional tailored questions 
were woven into the conversations at appropriate moments. For example, after 
exploring whether one a student felt confident using the Internet, the student was 
then asked ³ZKDW PDNHV \RX FRQILGHQW DQG VRPHRQH HOVH QRW FRQILGHQW"´ This 
technique seemed to draw out a more vivid response than the more direct focus 
group-type questioning, although students may have felt more comfortable 
answering questions one-to-one.  
As before, the meetings were digitally sound recorded, transcribed shortly 
afterwards and analysed with the logistical support of NVivo9 software. The 
Appendices shows a screenshot of one analysis. Unlike the first phase, where there 
was an urgency to complete the focus group analysis promptly, the use of the 
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constant comparison and hermeneutic-dialectic techniques was more systematic 
and thorough. In total 292 categories and sub-categories were produced. In 
addition, I undertook increasingly more theoretical memo writing throughout the 
analysis, with the final memos informing the student analysis and the discussion 
chapter of this thesis. 
8.3.3 Member checking phase 
The aim of the third phase was to enter into a dialogue with each undergraduate 
relating to how I had represented them in this thesis. The following e-mail was sent 
on 15th November 2010 to each undergraduate in the research cohort: 
Dear X, 
Back in September 2008 you kindly took part in a focus group about being Internet 
literate. In the May of the following year you also took part in a one-to-one interview. 
Amongst many other things, I have been analysing the focus group and interview 
transcripts. I have just completed the first draft of the associated thesis chapter (see 
attached). Please would you have a look and let me know if I have misrepresented 
you? I will endeavour to correct any errors or misunderstandings. 
Please note that you took part in Focus Group X and are student X. 
Thank you 
Peter Stordy 
Unfortunately, only Student D and Student H replied simply saying that I had 
adequately represented their views. There were no opportunities to enter into a 
dialogue. The delay of around 18 months between phases 2 and 3 may have been a 
contributing factor. Students might have been more inclined to respond had the 
analysis been presented to them soon afterwards. In addition the undergraduates 
may have felt pressure to complete coursework due around that time. 
8.3.4 Second developmental phase 
The original research design was meant to be a snapshot of Level 1 undergraduate 
Internet literacies at the school-university transition. However, as this research 
increasingly focused on the pedagogic and curriculum implications of 
XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶ ,QWHUQHW OLWHUDFLHV research question RQ4-2011 was added to 
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explore the impact of the current Information Management curriculum on 
XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶ ,QWHUQHW OLWHUDFLHV. The rationale of introducing RQ4-2011 was 
related to increasing the impact of this research. In addition, the final review of the 
literature revealed no previous research had been conducted in this area. If this 
research was meant to inform School discussions relating to the development of 
XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶ ,QWHUQHW OLWHUDFLHVKDYLQJVRPHXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIKRZ WKHFXUUHQW
curriculum influences XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶ ,QWHUQHW OLWHUDFLHV ZRXOG EH DW OHDVW
informative, if not crucial. If the current Information Management curriculum 
WUDQVIRUPV XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶ Internet literacies in a direction that P\ VFKRRO¶V
academics view as positive, the need for curriculum and pedagogic change is 
reduced. However, if the current Information Management curriculum has little 
LPSDFW RQ XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶ ,QWHUQHW OLWHUDFLHV WKH DUJXPHQW IRU FXUULFXOXP DQG
pedagogic change is stronger. Hence, the introduction of RQ4-2011 adds a 
longitudinal dimension to the research. 
To ensure most aspects of the unGHUJUDGXDWHV¶VWXGLHV WKDWFRXOGKDYHDQ LPSDFW
on their Internet literacies where considered, this phase in the research was 
conducted in the last few weeks of their studies. The following e-mail was sent on 4th 
May 2011: 
Dear X, 
Do you remember helping me with my Internet literacies research at the beginning 
of your BSc Information Management studies? Now you are about to finish, please 
could I interview you again? I would really appreciate your help and you might even 
enjoy it! Please go to: http://www.doodle.com/kferuwf4k8hvfxp4 and select the time 
that's convenient for you. 
Many, many thanks 
Peter 
Of the original 2008 Level 1 cohort, 20 students remained at Level 3. Of these, 12 
agreed to take part in the fourth phase and 11 research conversations took place in 
my office32. In hindsight, the month of May was not the best time to conduct the 
research conversations since all Level 3 students were submitting coursework and 
                                               
32 One student agreed to take part, but failed to attend the meeting 
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completing their dissertations. Regardless, the students who did take part in 
research conversations appeared relaxed and pleased to be involved in the 
research again. There was even much nostalgic rumination of their first few weeks 
in my school. After reminding students about confidentiality and anonymity of the 
information gathered, and signing ethical consent forms, the research conversations 
were structured around statements that summarised the analysis of 2008 research 
conversations followed by a prompt relating to the extent they felt the statement was 
now true. The following table summarises this structure and, in addition to RQ4-
2011, other research questions addressed: 
Statement relating to the 2008 
analysis 
Prompt Main research 
questions 
addressed33 
1. Students described those that 
were better at using the Internet as 
being more efficient. That is, they 
got things done quicker. 
Now that you are completing your 
studies, to what extent do you feel 
this is now true? 
RQ3-2008 
RQ1-2011 
RQ4-2011 
2. Most students tended to view 
the Internet as a vast information 
resource or a collection of Web 
pages. 
Now you are completing your 
studies, how do you now view the 
Internet? 
RQ2-2008 
3. Students felt that there was a 
set of basic skills and 
understandings necessary to use 
the Internet, and with these basics, 
you could then teach yourself 
everything else.  
Now you are completing your 
studies, to what extent do you feel 
this is now true? 
RQ3-2008 
RQ5-2008 
RQ3-2011 
4. Most students felt they had 
acquired their Internet-related 
knowledge by teaching 
themselves when needs arose. 
Only a few students felt they had 
been taught Internet-related 
knowledge at school or college.  
Now you are completing your 
studies, to what extent do you feel 
the University has helped you 
acquire more Internet-related 
knowledge? 
RQ5-2008 
RQ6-2008 
RQ3-2011 
RQ4-2011 
 
5. Many students gave the 
impression that you could do 
almost anything on the Internet, 
particularly in terms of satisfying 
their information needs using 
Google.  
Now you are completing your 
studies, how do you feel now? 
RQ1-2008 
RQ2-2008 
RQ2-2011 
RQ4-2011 
Table 8.4 Level 3 Undergraduate research conversation prompts (Continued on next page) 
 
                                               
33 RQ6-2011 is indirectly addressed in all questions asked 
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6. Whilst most students gave the 
impression that they were highly 
confident using the Internet, there 
were several students who not so 
confident. 
Now you are completing your 
studies, how confident are you 
about your Internet-related skills 
and understandings? 
RQ4-2008 
RQ4-2011 
7. In addition to appearing 
confident, many students gave the 
impression that the Internet was 
fully integrated into their daily 
lives. 
Now you are completing your 
studies, to what extent is the 
Internet now integrated into your 
life? 
RQ1-2008 
RQ4-2008 
RQ1-2011 
8. 'HVSLWHVWXGHQWV¶FRQILGHQFH
with the Internet and claiming it 
was fully integrated into their lives 
their use of the Internet was 
restricted to a few applications or 
web sites. 
Now you are completing your 
studies, to what extent do you feel 
\RXXWLOLVHWKH,QWHUQHW¶VSRWHQWLDO" 
RQ1-2008 
RQ2-2008 
RQ4-2008 
RQ1-2011 
9. All students claimed there was a 
gap between the way they used 
the Internet and the older 
generation. Whilst, most felt they 
learnt quicker and were more 
experienced, there were some 
students who felt the older 
generation was better. 
Now you are completing your 
studies, what do you feel about the 
Internet-related skills and 
understandings of your lecturers? 
RQ3-2008 
RQ13-2008 
RQ2-2011 
RQ5-2011 
10. There was an overwhelming 
impression that Facebook figured 
KLJKO\LQPDQ\VWXGHQWV¶OLYHVZLWK
a few describing it as an addiction. 
Now you are completing your 
studies, to what extent do you feel 
this is now true? 
RQ1-2008 
RQ2-2008 
Prompt  Main research 
questions 
addressed 
11. Whilst the previous statements refer to the views of all or most 
students, the following statements refer to the views of just one or a few 
VWXGHQWV7KH\DOOUHIHUWRZKDWLWLVWREHµ,QWHUQHWOLWHUDWH¶«µJRRGDW
XVLQJWKH,QWHUQHW¶,DPSDUWLFXODUly interested in any other areas that 
\RXIHHODUHLPSRUWDQWLQGHVFULELQJVRPHRQHZKRLVµ,QWHUQHWOLWHUDWH¶
Please feel free to comment any of the statements I read out. 
D%HLQJDEOHWRSURWHFW\RXURQOLQHLGHQWLW\HJ³\RXKDYHJRWWREH
FacebooNOLWHUDWHLI\RXGRQ¶WZDQWHYHU\WKLQJDERXW\RXEHLQJ
exposed ... how to block people ... how to put people in lists ... 
SURWHFWLQJ\RXULGHQWLW\´ 
b) Have the knowledge to identify an online virus and the skills to deal 
ZLWKLWHJ³WKHDELOLW\WRVSRWDYLUXVDQGFXUHLW´ 
RQ3-2008 
RQ2-2011 
RQ4-2011 
Table 8.4 Level 3 Undergraduate research conversation prompts (Continued next page) 
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F.QRZDERXWFRPSXWHUVKRUWFXWVHJ³SUHVV$OWDQG)WRTXLFNO\
FORVH´ 
d) Effectively using online WHFKQLFDONQRZOHGJHHJ³VHWXSDILOWHUWR
stop like Spam coming in the in-ER[´ 
H$EOHWRVROYHDQ\,QWHUQHWSUREOHPVHQFRXQWHUHGHJ³,IHHO«,
FRXOGRYHUFRPH«SUREOHPVDQG,«IHHO,ZRXOGEHDEOHWRUHVROYH
WKHP´ 
f) Using a wider range of FacHERRN¶VIHDWXUHVHJ³,¶PQRWUHDOO\
)DFHERRNOLWHUDWH,GRQ¶WVHQGEORJVRUVWDUWDQ\WKLQJRQ)DFHERRN,
KDYHMRLQHGDIHZFRPPXQLWLHVRQ)DFHERRN´ 
J+DYHDQXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIWKH,QWHUQHW¶VLQIUDVWUXFWXUHHJ³NQRZLQJ
what the Internet is, and likHKRZLWLVIRUPHGDQGKRZLW¶VOLNHDOO
FRQQHFWHG´ 
h) Having an understanding about how web pages are constructed (e.g. 
³,NQRZKRZWRXVH+70/´ 
L.QRZKRZWRXVHDEURZVHUHJ³:KDWWKHGLIIHUHQWSDUWVRIWKH
screen mean, like the bar at the bottom, the status bar at the bottom and 
WKH85/EDU´ 
j) Being able to identify key words or phrases in an online search (e.g. 
ZKDWWRVHDUFKIRUZKDWZRUGVDQGSKUDVHVWRXVH´ 
N.QRZLQJWKHEHVWRQOLQHLQIRUPDWLRQVRXUFHVHJ³NQRZZKHUHWRJHW
the informDWLRQIURPUDWKHUWKDQMXVW*RRJOLQJHYHU\WKLQJ´ 
O.QRZLQJWKHEHVWVHDUFKHQJLQHWRROWRILQGLQIRUPDWLRQHJ³XVH
VWDQGDUGWRROVVXFKDVDGYDQFHGVHDUFKHVDQGVFKRODUVHDUFKHV´ 
m) Being able to evaluate the information found from an online search 
(HJ³ILJXUHRXWZKLFKLQIRUPDWLRQLVJRRGRUQRWZKLFKLQIRUPDWLRQLV
WKHWKLQJ\RXDUHORRNLQJZKLFKUHVXOWVWRUHO\RQDQGZKLFKQRW´ 
n) Use Boolean expressions in a search 
o) Know about alternative online productivity software 
 
Table 8.4 Level 3 Undergraduate research conversation prompts (Continued) 
8.3.5 Issues related to the researcher-student relationship 
As previously stated, the motivation for this study was a genuine desire to 
understand undeUJUDGXDWHV¶ ,QWHUQHW OLWHUDFLHV DQG improve teaching within my 
school. However, the choice of study was also motivated the need to ensure 
VXIILFLHQWUHVHDUFKSDUWLFLSDQWV%DFNLQ,EHJDQUHVHDUFKLQJVFKRROWHDFKHUV¶
perceptions of being Internet literate, but due to difficulties finding sufficient 
participants to be interviewed, the research was abandoned. With only three years 
of part-time study left, it was paramount that the revised research would have an 
almost guaranteed source of participants. Hence, the undergraduates in my school 
were chosen for all the reasons stated, but also because I felt they might be more 
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likely take part. In hindsight, this decision related to my relative position of power. 
My role affords me influence over what they study, their grades achieved and 
ultimately, their final degree classification. I also have power to indirectly increase 
the financial burden of their studies by forcing them to resubmit inadequate 
coursework and incur a university imposed resubmission charge. My position also 
affords me power beyond their studies when they require a reference for a job. 
Hence, underlying this research are issues related to my power over students and 
the extent this influenced the dynamics of the research conversations, what students 
said or did not say, their level of openness, and what counted as legitimate 
conversation. Despite efforts to facilitate research conversations that were relaxed 
and welcomed any views being expressed, issues related to power delimits this 
research. Other than using a third party or becoming a covert student, in effect the 
approach adopted by Selwyn (2007) ZKHUH KH EHFDPH D )DFHERRN µIULHQG¶ RI
students and observed their interactions at a distance, power issues related to the 
researcher-student relationship cannot be avoided, since they are implicit all 
relationships. However, by being open to these issues, by citing VWXGHQWV¶FRPPHQWV
where possible, by writing ongoing reflective comments and by sharing research 
outcomes with colleagues, this study attempts to make transparent the process that 
led to the research outcomes and their credibility. Furthermore, acknowledgement of 
the reflexivity that exists in the researcher-student relationship may lead to further 
insights when analysing the information collected. 
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Chapter 9: Analysis - research conversations with 
academics 
This chapter presents the main findings from the research conversations held with 
academics. Its DLP LV WRH[SORUHDFDGHPLFV¶general feelings towards the Internet, 
what they feel it means to be an Internet literate student and their perceptions of 
undergraduateV¶ ,QWHUQHW OLWHUDFLHV (research aim: A3-2011). This chapter proposes 
two models to encapsulate the multiple perspectives held academics (research 
objective: O1-2008). In doing so, this chapter addresses research questions RQ7-
2008 to RQ13-2008 and research question RQ5-2011. More specifically: 
Section Research 
questions 
addressed 
9$FDGHPLFV¶,QWHUQHWOLWHUDFLHV RQ7-2008 
RQ8-2008 
9.2 Issues related to analysing the research conversations RQ11-2008 
9.3 Internet literacy triangle RQ11-2008 
9.4 Perspectives and facets of Internet literacies RQ11-2008 
9.5 Responsibility for developing Internet literacies RQ12-2008 
9.6 Underlying understandings RQ11-2008 
9.7 $FDGHPLFV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJVRIXQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶,QWHUQHW-related abilities 
and practices 
RQ9-2008 
RQ10-2008 
RQ5-2011 
Table 8.5 Research questions addressed in Chapter 9 
7KH FKDSWHU¶V ILUVW WZR VHFWLRQV H[SORUH DFDGHPLFV¶ JHQHUDO IHHOLQJV WRZDUGV WKH
,QWHUQHW$FDGHPLFV¶ FODLP WKDW WKH Internet has had a profound impact upon their 
work and their social lives, but have mixed feelings regarding whether these 
changes were welcome, being particularly concerned with the amount of time spent 
communicating via e-mail and how the Internet has brought work into their homes. 
In addition, many academics claimed to be confident using the Internet to find 
academic content, but many felt less confident with their technical Internet-related 
abilities and their abilities to engage with Web 2.0 technologies. The main part of 
this chapter is devoted to presenting the various perspectives, facets and levels, 
academics use to describe an Internet literate student. A two dimensional triangular 
PRGHOLVSURSRVHGWRHQFDSVXODWHDFDGHPLFV¶RYHUODSSLQJSHUVSHFWLYHVDQGPXOWLSOH
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facets. The facets of being Internet literate were identified and classified as one of 
three perspectives, representing the three apexes of a triangle: Internet literacies as 
competencies, Internet literacies as capabilities and Internet literacies as qualities. 
In addition, a further model is proposed to describe the various cognitive and 
affective levels that academics use to articulate their perspectives and facets. Based 
RQ %ORRP¶V 7D[RQRP\, a three dimensional cuboid is put forward containing 
cognitive process, knowledge and affective dimensions. The application of this 
PRGHO WRDFDGHPLFV¶VWDWHPHQWVUHODWLQJ WREHLQJ ,QWHUnet literate is illustrated and 
FRQFOXGHV WKDW DOO DFDGHPLFV¶ YLHZV FRXOG EH UHSUHVHQWHG E\ RQH RI WKH 
permutations of this model. The remainder of the chapter is devoted to: describing 
the variation of responsibility identified by academics for developLQJ VWXGHQWV¶
Internet literacies; DFDGHPLFV¶ underlying understandings of literacy and Internet 
literacy, including how several academics link Internet literacy education to being 
Internet literate, and the view that being literate is either about achieving a level of 
proficiency or about becoming progressively more able; the relationship between 
literacies, in particular the inclusive or exclusive relationship between Internet 
literacy and information literacy; and finally aFDGHPLFV¶ XQGHUVWDQGLQJV of 
XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶ ,QWHUQHW-related abilities and practices. The latter concludes that 
academics confess to a weak understanding of undergraduates¶ Internet practices, 
but felt confident to speak about their skills and understandings. Academics were 
almost unanimous in their FRQFHUQ ZLWK VWXGHQWV¶ SRRU academic-related Internet 
skills, particularly being able to locate information, yet also perceived students, and 
generally all those younger, to have qualities and skills they do not possess. 
9$FDGHPLFV¶ Internet literacies 
The majority of all research conversations with academics related to their perception 
RI XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶ ,QWHUQHW OLWHUDFLHV DQG WKHLU YLHZV about being Internet literate. 
However, each research conversation explored the extent to which do they valued 
the Internet and Internet-related technologies (RQ7-2008), their experiences of 
being Internet literate and the extent to which they perceive themselves as Internet 
literate (RQ8-2008). 
9.1.1 Impact of the Internet 
All research conversations began awkwardly with me reassuring participants that I 
would respect their confidentiality and anonymity, but needed to sound record the 
meeting. However, the first question quickly helped develop rapport: ³,IWKH,QWHUQHW
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disappeared tomorrow, would yoXPLVV LW"´ This question also gave an insight into 
the impact of the Internet on DFDGHPLFV¶lives. Most academics gave the impression 
that much of their work depended on the Internet. Academic 01 could not think of 
³DQ\ ZRUN DW WKH PRPHQW WKDW LV QRW LQ VRPH ZD\ DIIHFWHG E\ WKH ,QWHUQHW´ and 
Academic 13 claimed to spend ³DQRQ-trivial percentage of the day « in front of a 
FRPSXWHUVFUHHQPDNLQJXVHRI LWVIDFLOLWLHV´. Many more claimed that the Internet 
was integral to their lives or ³SHUYDVLYH´ (Academic 02 and 05). For example, 
academics claimed, ³, GRQ¶W WKLQN , FRXOG OLYH ZLWKRXW LW´ (Academic 09), ³I would 
desperately miss it « EHGHYDVWDWHGEHKHOSOHVVZLWKRXWLWDOPRVW´ (Academic 10) 
and ³LW¶VDEVROXWHO\WUDQVIRUPHGHYHU\WKLQJWKDWZHGRERWKprofessionally and you 
know at home and I think there is nRZD\ WKDWZHFRXOGJREDFNQRZ´ (Academic 
17). There was also a feeling that the Internet enabled some academics to feel 
³FRQQHFWHGZLWK WKHZRUOG´ (Academic 02), with some academics claiming it raised 
their world-wide professional profiles. For example, Academic 16 received many 
invitations to speak at conferences ³because people have got to know my 
information literacy blog´. However, many academics also felt the Internet was a 
µPL[HG EOHVVLQJ¶ or a µQHFHVVDU\ HYLO¶. For example, whilst appreciating that the 
Internet enabled Academic 10 to access ³WKRXVDQGVRISHRSOHDFURVVWKHZRUOG«
GRLQJVRPH OHDGLQJHGJHZRUN´ the academic felt the need to be ³LQFUHDVLQJO\ « 
FRQQHFWHG WR VRXUFHV´ for fearing of missing important research developments. 
Some were concerned at about the home-work balance with Academic 10 noticing 
³DODFNRIDGKHUHQFHWRWKHKRXUZRUNLQJGD\QRZ«>JHWWLQJ@ «messages from 
colleagues « DQ\WLPHRIGD\RUQLJKW´. Academic 16 is an avid user of the Internet 
and active in many Web 2.0 type environments. Nevertheless, this academic 
begrudged the amount of time spent in front of a computer doing online tasks, 
particularly e-mail. Most academics referred to the time they spent communicating 
by e-mail and some were scornful. For example, Academic 13 said  
³I would imagine that any practicing academic, unless they have a policy 
of just ignoring e-mail, must spend at least « an hour a day, probably 
more, dealing with e-mail and a large fraction of the e-mail that is sent, 
makes little or no effect on the recipient´ 
There were also academics that had more maverick Internet use and others that 
harked back to a time before the Internet. For example, after reading the first 
question, Academic 04 claimed to be ³QRW ERWKHUHG´ if the Internet disappeared 
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tomorrow, using it only ³IRUbuying books from DEURDG´,34 and Academic 01, an avid 
Internet user at work but who deliberately has no Internet access at home, would be 
³JODG WRJHW ULGRI LW´ and ³JREDFN WRGRLQJ LW WKHROG IDVKLRQHGZD\´and ³with an 
HOHPHQWRIUHOLHI´. There was also a sense that some academics felt not in control of 
how the Internet had impacted upon their lives. For example, Academic 01 
described how the Internet ³FKDQJHV\RXUOLIHZLWKRXWNQRZLQJLW´ and Academic 02 
described how e-mail had inadvertently become a ³SURFUDVWLQDWLRQWRRO´. 
9.1.2 Internet-related confidence 
The research conversations also explored the extent to which they felt Internet 
literate. Not surprising in a university information school, academics generally felt 
confident in their abilities to find academic information online, particularly compared 
to the students they WDXJKW$FDGHPLFV IURP WKHPRUH µWHFKQLFDO¶GLVFLSOLQHV came 
across as more confident, expressing weakness only in their engagement of Web 
2.0 technologies. $FDGHPLFV IURP OHVV µWHFKQLFDO¶ GLVFLSOLQHV WHQGHG QRW WR EH so 
confident, claiming technical weaknesses and/or noting they do not engage with 
Web 2.0 technologies. Being able to finding information online, being knowledgeable 
about the technological aspects of the Internet, and engaging with Web 2.0 
technologies, were the three areas academics referred to when talking about their 
Internet-related confidence.  
All academics claimed or implied that they were skilful at finding academic 
information online, although some felt their others might be better at finding 
information for social or everyday purposes. For example, Academic 05 implies that 
the differences might be generational (this theme is explored later): 
³0\ XVH RI WKH ,QWHUQHW LV SHUKDSV LQ WKH VSHFLDOLVW DUHDV « VXFK DV
locating academic text. I am better at it than they [students] are, but in 
terms of sort of using it for socially, for checking out, buying on eBay, 
checking out cars before they buy them across the country, for 
FRPPXQLFDWLQJ ZLWK IULHQGV RQ )DFHERRN DQG VR RQ DQG VR RQ LW¶V
probably integrated more into their >VWXGHQWV¶@OLIHRQDVRFLDOOHYHO´ 
$FDGHPLFFULWLFLVHGVWXGHQWV¶DELOLWLHVWR find coursework-related material online, 
but when comparing his non-academic searching abilities to that of KLV ZLIH¶V 
claimed ³,DPQRW WKHZRUOG¶VEHVWVHDUFKHUEHFDXVHP\ZLIH LVDEHWWHUVHDUFKHU
than I am « [despite] using it for an equivalent length of time´. Some academics 
                                               
34
 Interviewee 04 was unsure if e-mail was ³SDUWRIWKH,QWHUQHW´ 
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came across as confident in all aspects of Internet searching, frequently relating 
their expertise to their technical abilities.  For example, Academic 07 said, ³«a lot 
of the Internet is database driven, uses scripting databases, and because that is my 
teaching area, that knowledge, ability area, I know roughly how that works. I would 
say [my confidence is] 9 out of 10 ... I know how the search engine works so I know 
ZKDWLWLVORRNLQJIRU:KHUHDVPRVWSHRSOHZRXOGQ¶W´. 
In contrDVWWRDFDGHPLFV¶FRQILGHQFHILQGLQJDFDGHPLF-related material online, many 
academics from disciplines that might be described as OHVV µWHFKQLFDO¶, expressed 
concerns about their online technical confidence. For example, Academic 14 felt ³D
real legacy of ODFNRIFRQILGHQFHZLWKWHFKQRORJ\´ and ³VOLJKWO\GDXQWHG[rather] than 
«JRVWUDLJKWLQZKLFK,VHHLQVWXGHQWV´, Academic 10 wanted ³WRZULWHPDVK-ups 
«FUHDWHNQRZOHGJH*RRJOHPDSV«DQGDOOWKHVRUWRIIDQF\WHFKQLFDOVWXII´ to feel 
Internet literate, and Academic 03 wanted to ³FUHDWHDZHEVLWH WKDW FRQQHFWV WRD
GDWDEDVH´ to feel Internet literate. Comments like these were made by those 
academics that others might describe as highly technical. That is, it appears that 
DFDGHPLFV¶ FRQILGHQFH OHYHOV UHODte to their academic discipline and not their 
Internet abilities. 
Most academics claimed not to be confident using Web 2.0 tools and environments. 
For example, Academic 08 claimed to be reasonable confident using the Internet, 
also felt someone who was more Internet literate ³ZRXOG EH PRUH DZDUH RI [and] 
would be bigger users of the kind of the cutting edge of things like blogs DQG:LNLV´. 
When academics expressed a weakness in this area, it was frequently combined 
with strong negative feelings about the use of Web 2.0 technologies. For example, 
Academic 01, who described their Internet literacy level as ³´, was resolute in 
saying ³,GRQ¶WHQJDJHZLWKEORJV,GRQ¶WHQJDJHZLWKDORWRI:eb 2, because I think 
some of it is trivial, I back out of WKLQJVWKDW,GRQ¶WNQRZDERXW´ and Academic 13, 
ZKR DGDPDQW DERXW KDYLQJ ³no desire to become more Internet literate, use 
)DFHERRNEORJDQGVRRQ´. Others expressed less strong feelings about their dislike 
of Web 2.0 technologies. For example, Academic 06 described someone who was a 
³GLVFUHWLRQDOXVHU´ of the Internet: ³those who can see a purpose and utility in using 
DFHUWDLQDSSOLFDWLRQRQDFRPSXWHU«GRLWEXWWKH\GRQ¶WFDUHDERXWDOOWKHRWKHU
WKLQJV WKDWDUHSRVVLEOHEHFDXVH WKH\GRQ¶W VHHDQ\ personal interest «\RXFDQ
call me a discretional user´. There were also a few academics who wanted to 
engage with Web 2.0 technologies, but affective reasons preventing them from 
doing so. For example, Academic 14 felt potentially ³exposed´ using Web 2.0 
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applications since ³WKH VW\OH DQG WKH JHQUH RI ZULWLQJ UHTXLUHG ZRXOGQ¶W FRPH VR
HDVLO\´ having received a more formal English language education. 
9.2 Issues related to analysing the research conversations 
$FDGHPLFV¶ understandings of being Internet literate, pedagogies for Internet literacy 
DQGVWXGHQWV¶,QWHUQHW OLWHUDFLHV are not mutually exclusive (RQ9-2008, RQ10-2008 
and RQ11-2008). For example, when academics VSRNHRIVWXGHQWV¶,QWHUQHWOLWHUDWH
behaviour they often implied some aspect of their own understanding of what it 
means to be Internet literate. In the following quote the academic talks about his 
H[SHULHQFHVRIVWXGHQWV¶H-mail behaviour and how the academic sometimes feels it 
is inappropriate: 
³ WKH\DUHTXLWHKDSS\WR LQWHUDFWZLWKXs via e-mails although they do 
seem to be, they do seem to have a different set of cultural norms you 
NQRZ LW¶V OLNH+L; MXVWFKHFNLQJ LQDERXWVRDQGVRZKLFK WRP\PLQG
QRW,GRQ¶WFDUHEXWWKDW¶VQRWUHDOO\WKHZD\,WKLQN\RXVKRXOGWDONWRD
profHVVRU,GRQ¶WFDUHEXW,FRXOGVHHVRPHSHRSOHZKRPLJKWILQGWKDWD
OLWWOHZHLUG´ 
(Academic 17) 
The strong implication here is that the academic feels that students should be more 
sensitive when e-mailing and be more empathetic to the e-mail recipient. This was 
not apparent in any explicit statements the interviewer made about being Internet 
literate. It follows that, during my analysis statements like this were interpreted as 
implying their understanding of Internet literacy. However, during most research 
conversations academics did attempt to explicitly define their understanding and did 
so with varying degrees of abstractness, with some academics making highly 
contextualised statements dealing with what one academic described as the ³QLWW\
JULWW\ OHYHO´ (Academic 16) whilst others defined being Internet literate in more 
generic and abstract terms. When academics stated their definitions of being 
Internet literate, they were attempting to express their understanding at that moment 
during the research conversation. Some academics appeared to already have well-
formed definitions that they may have adapted from elsewhere. For example, one 
academic used her understanding of information literacy education to express her 
understanding of Internet literacy when the academic said ³ZLWKLQ WHDFKLQJ
LQIRUPDWLRQ OLWHUDF\DNH\ WKLQJ LV« [etc.]«6RVLPLODUO\ ,ZRXOGVHHZLWK ,QWHUQHW
OLWHUDF\´ (Academic 16). Other academics appeared to be thinking about this area 
for the first time, for example when one academic said, ³LW¶VQRWWKDWWKHVH[ideas] are 
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terribly well thought out, I am actually thinking as we speak, so feel free to come 
EDFNDQGSUREH´ (Academic 10). 
The analysis of the academic research conversations was slightly complicated due 
to academics occasionally referring to other literacies, namely information literacy 
and occasionally digital literacy, during their responses to questions specifically 
about Internet literacy. Sometimes this was clearly to convey their understanding of 
being Internet literate, for example when one academic described Internet literacy 
as overlapping with information literacy like ³WZR9HQQGLDJUDPFLUFOHVWKDWLQWHUVHFW
LQ TXLWH D ELJ ZD\´ (Academic 08). At other times it was not immediately clear 
whether the use of the term µLQIRUPDWLRQOLWHUDF\¶ was inadvertent or purposeful. This 
issue was highlighted when one academic appears to forget the context of the 
previous question: ³,WKLQNLW¶VVRHDV\WKH,nternet now ... so were you saying ... I felt 
Internet literate or information literate?´ (Academic 06) and during another research 
conversation when the academic appears to inadvertently confuse or conflate the 
terms µ,QWHUQHWOLWHUDWH¶ and µLQIRUPDWLRQOLWHUDWH¶: 
"... I am sort of guessing she is not particularly Internet literate, because I 
would have expected someone like that to be able to search and find up-
to-date information around that essay, so by information literate students, 
when they first arrive, I am thinking they would need to be able to familiar 
with the range of sources of academic information, be able to access that 
and make some sort of sense of it."  
(Academic 10) 
Charmaz (2006:69) warns about the dangers of ³FRGLQJRXWRIFRQWH[W´ and during 
the analysis of the research conversations I attempted to use the surrounding 
dialogue to determine whether their use of the term µLQIRUPDWLRQOLWHUDWH¶ was, for the 
purposes of this analysis, synonymous with µ,QWHUQHW OLWHUDWH¶ or whether they were 
specifically referring to µLQIRUPDWLRQ OLWHUDF\¶ per se. The former approach is 
acceptable since the research conversations with academics and students were not 
directly concerned with their understanding of the terms µ,QWHUQHW OLWHUDFLHV¶ or 
µ,QWHUQHW OLWHUDF\¶, but their understanding of an area loosely defined as the 
intersection of education, Internet teaching and literacy. As the overall context of the 
research conversations were Internet literacies, any unqualified use of the term 
µLQIRUPDWLRQ OLWHUDF\¶could be taken as an insight into their understanding of being 
Internet literate. However, there was dialogue where it was not possible to 
determine whether the academic was specifically talking about information literacy 
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or had inadvertently used the term clearly in the context of Internet literacy. In these 
few cases, the dialogue was omitted from the analysis.  
There was one further issue that initially complicated the analysis. One academic 
was not comfortable with the term µOLWHUDF\¶ in the context of this research. For this 
academic the term was ³ERUURZHG´ from ³UHDO OLWHUDF\´ and then ³UHGHILQHG ... the 
concept of literacy implies reading ... reading something that already exists ... that 
LPSOLHV D YLHZHU DQG DQ DXGLHQFH SDVVLYH´ and does not imply the converse, an 
active audience putting information back on the Internet (Academic 03). The 
academic preferred to use a concept ³IURP cRPSXWLQJ´ FDOOHGD³Power UVHU´ where 
users both ³FUHDWH LQIRUPDWLRQ DV ZHOO XQGHUVWDQG D OLWWOH ELW RI KRZ \RX SXW
information on the web, the infrastructure that lies behind the WHE´. The academic 
goes on to say that a ³3RZHU8VHU´ is someone who uses the Internet ³IRUDOPRVW
HYHU\WDVNLQVRPHZD\´. The remainder of the research conversation focussed on 
the academic¶VFRQFHSWRIDµ3RZHU8VHU¶ as opposed to someone who was µ,QWHUQHW
OLWHUDWH¶. As stated earlier, the research conversations with academics and students 
were not directly concerned with their understanding of the term µ,QWHUQHW OLWHUDF\¶, 
this was not problematic and did not hinder progress towards the aims of this 
research. 
9.3 Internet literacy triangle 
At the intersection of the literature related to education, Internet teaching and 
literacy are various conceptions of new literacies focusing on being literate in the so-
called Digital Age or Information Society. The primary purpose of the academic 
research conversations was to elicit DFDGHPLFV¶ understandings of this area or more 
succinctly, what are their perceptions of Internet literacy (RQ11-2008). With the 
exception of just one academic (see above) no academic questioned the use of the 
terms µ,QWHUQHWOLWHUDF\¶ or µ,QWHUQHWOLWHUDWH¶. Academics appeared to be comfortable 
using the terms, even though it is not in common usage. It seems that academics 
either deduced a meaning from their understanding of the terms µOLWHUDF\¶ µOLWHUDWH¶ 
and µ,QWHUQHW¶ or they inferred a meaning from other literacies they knew: the terms 
information literacy, computer literacy and digital literacy were mentioned during the 
research conversations. 
Academics had varied and diverse understandings of Internet literacy. However, 
three student-centred perspectives emerged from the research conversations. 
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These are encapsulated by the terms µ,QWHUQHW OLWHUDF\DVFRPSHWHQFiHV¶, µInternet 
OLWHUDF\DVFDSDELOLWLHV¶ and µ,QWHUQHWOLWHUDF\DVTXDOLWLHV¶. The term µInternet literacy 
as competenciHV¶ is used here to represent those skills and understandings needed 
by an individual to fulfil their current Internet needs. For example, one competence 
might be to XVHWKH8QLYHUVLW\¶VGDWDEDVHSRUWDOWR search for an academic journal. 
The competencies learnt tend to be very specific and localised, whereas the term 
µ,QWHUQHWOLWHUDF\DVFDSDELOLWLHV¶ is used here to represent those abilities that enable 
an individual to extract the essence of learnt experiences and effectively apply them 
to hitherto unknown Internet situations. These online capabilities endow the 
individual with the abilities to apply learnt competencies to new online situations. For 
example, one capability might be the ability to effectively deploy a range of online 
strategies to find journal articles. µ,QWHUQHWOLWHUDF\DVTXDOLWLHV¶ refers to aspects of an 
LQGLYLGXDO¶V character that endows them to appropriately apply their competencies 
and capabilities. The product of these competencies, capabilities and qualities is an 
Internet literate student. These three perspectives were articulated in differing ways 
and to different extents by all academics the Information School. The following 
diagram represents one way of conceiving these three perspectives:  
 
During some research conversations, academics tended to focus their discussion on 
just one of the three perspectives; competencies, capabilities or qualities. Pictorially, 
their understanding of being Internet literate lies towards one of three corners of the 
Internet literacy triangle: 
Qualities Capabilities 
Competencies 
Internet literacy 
137 
 
 
More commonly, academics tended to focus on two of the three perspectives; 
qualities and competencies, qualities and capabilities or competencies and 
capabilities, with their dialogue fluctuating between the two perspectives. Pictorially, 
their understanding of being Internet literate lies along one of the three edges of the 
Internet literacy triangle: 
A few academics stressed all three perspectives at different times during the 
research conversation. Pictorially, their understanding of Internet literacy would lie 
somewhere within the Internet literacy triangle: 
 
During the research conversations academics would sometimes explicitly define, 
describe or imply various facets of these three perspectives of being Internet literate: 
µ,QWHUQHW OLWHUDFLHV DV FRPSHWHQFHV¶ comprised of communication, technology, 
seeking online information, evaluating online information, creating online 
information, disseminating online information, ethics and security facets µ,QWHUQHW
OLWHUDFLHV DV FDSDELOLWLHV¶ comprised of citizenship, employability and exploitation 
IDFHWVDQGµ,QWHUQHWOLWHUDFLHVDVTXDOLWLHV¶FRPSULVHGRIPRWLYDWLRQRSHQ-mind and 
empathy facets. Hence, the model could also be depicted as follows: 
Capabilities Qualities 
Competencies 
Capabilities Qualities 
Competencies 
Capabilities Qualities 
Competencies 
Capabilities Qualities 
Competencies 
Capabilities 
Competencies 
Qualities Capabilities 
Competencies 
Qualities 
Competencies 
Qualities Capabilities 
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Communication
Technology Security
Having 
an open-
mind 
Being 
empathetic Employability Exploitation 
Internet literacy as 
qualities
Internet literacy as 
competencies
Internet literacy as 
capabilities
Being 
motivated
Citizenship 
Ethics
Seeking 
information
Disseminating 
information
Evaluating 
information
Creating 
information
Figure 9.1 Academics' perspectives and facets of an Internet literate student 
9.4 Perspectives and facets of Internet literacies 
The following three sections elaborate on the perspectives and facets of Internet 
literacy apparent during the research conversations with academics. 
9.4.1 Internet literacies as competencies 
During the research conversations academics spoke about being Internet literacy in 
terms of acquiring competencies. That is, the skills, understandings and knowledge 
QHHGHGWRIXOILOVWXGHQWV¶FXUUHQWRQOLQHQHHGV. As academics belong to a school with 
information at the heart of its teaching and learning, it is maybe not surprising that 
competencies associated with VWXGHQWV¶FXUUHQWacademic information-related needs 
(Information sub-facetSDUWLFXODUO\LQWKHFRQWH[WRIVWXGHQWV¶RQOLQHVHDUFKing and 
evaluation skills, but also in the context of creating and communicating information. 
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Communication and technical competencies were also stressed by academics as 
being a facet of Internet literacy. To a lesser extent, academics spoke of security 
and ethical competencies. 
9.4.1.1 Information-related facets 
Information skills, understandings and knowledge figured in all DFDGHPLFV¶
descriptions and definitions of Internet literacy and of being Internet literate. It was 
IUHTXHQWO\H[SUHVVHGDVDSHUVRQ¶s ability to contribute to what might be called an 
µLQIRUPDWLRQ F\FOH¶ where information is first sought, then read, evaluated for 
authority, synthesised or repackaged and then disseminated for others to utilise. 
This information cycle was explicit during one research conversation when the 
academic said being Internet literate was ³DERXWJHWWLQJLQIRUPDWLRQRQWKHQHW«
FKHFNLQJ WKH DXWKRULW\ « H[WUDFWLQJ WKH LQIRUPDWLRQ « DERXW GLVVHPLQDWLQJ WKDW
LQIRUPDWLRQEDFNRXW«WRRWKHUSHRSOH´ (Academic 11) and during another research 
conversation when the academic said that ³ QRZDGD\V EHLQJ OLWHUDWH RQ WKH
Internet means being not only literate at finding information, but process information, 
synthesising information, or even producing LQIRUPDWLRQ´ (Academic 09). At other 
times academics spoke of specific aspects of this cycle. 
9.4.1.1.1 Seeking online information 
The initial stages of the information cycle dominated many research conversations. 
Most academics described being Internet literate in terms of a student¶V skills to 
seek information and the underlying knowledge and understandings required. This 
was frequently in the context of a student¶VDELOLW\ WRXVHDJHQHULFVHDUFKHQJLQH
³FDUU\RXWDVHDUFKDWVRPH OHYHORQDVWDQGDUGVHDUFKHQJLQH´ (Academic 13), or 
more specifically the Google search engine or one of its variations like ³*RRJOH
6FKRODU´ (e.g. Academic 02) or ³*RRJOH AGYDQFHG´ (Academic 01). To effectively 
seek information some interviewers felt students first needed to know about the 
³XQFODVVLILHG´ (Academic 01) nature of information on the Web and many more 
spoke of how students needed to understand how search engines work (e.g. 
Academics 07, 05 and 17), particularly the mechanics of refining a search e.g. ³WKH\
KDYHWROLPLWWKHLUVHDUFKE\VXEMHFWFODVVLILHUV´ (Academic 01) or ³UHVWULFWWKHGRPDLQ
VR \RX VHDUFK RQO\ IRU D FHUWDLQ ODQJXDJH´ (Academic 06). However, other 
information seeking contexts were apparent during research conversations. For 
example academics spoke about how students needed to be able to ³EURZVe´ 
websites (Academic 07), identify ³ZKDWDZHESDJH LVVD\LQJ´ (Academic 07), use 
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³RQ-OLQH FDWDORJXH VHDUFK WRROV´ (Academic 15), use ³GDWDEDVH VHDUFK WRROV´ 
(Academic 10), contact a ³KXPDQ EHLQJ DW WKH HQG RI DQ H-PDLO RU FKDW OLQH´ to 
obtain information (Academic 10) and finding ³information on good web pages, and 
bad web pageV´ (Academic 12). The specified purpose of this information seeking 
varied between academics. For example, to ³DFFHVV´ (e.g. Academic 08), ³ILQG´ (e.g. 
Academic 15), ³VHDUFK´ (e.g. Academic 03), ³H[WUDFW´ (only Academic 08), ³KDUQHVV´ 
(only Academic 10) or ³ORFDWe´ (only Academic 11) ³LQIRUPDWLRQ´ (e.g. Academic 07), 
³MRXUQDOV´ (e.g. Academic 06), ³UHVRXUFHV´ (e.g. Academic 11), ³JUH\OLWHUDWXUH´ (only 
Academic 06) or ³UHIHUHQFHV´ (only Academic 09). 
Some academics postulated why seeking online information was difficult. Firstly, it 
was perceived to be because of the ³QDWXUH RI LQIRUPDWLRQ´ on the Internet 
(Academic 15), knowing ³ZKDW TXHVWLons are answerable through the IQWHUQHW´ 
(Academic 05) and understanding ³WKH FRPSOH[LW\ RI LW´ (Academic 01). As one 
academic stated, ³\RXKDYHJRWWRNQRZ\RXKDYHJRWWRNQRZZhat you are looking 
at. :KDW\RXDUHORRNLQJIRU´ (Academic 07). Secondly, there was one academic that 
postulated that it is not that students cannot search for academic information, but 
that they take ³DORWRIWLPHWREHIDPLOLDUZLWKMDUJRQVDQGFRQFHSWVDQGNQRZZhich 
NH\ ZRUGV WR XVH WR VHDUFK´ (Academic 04). For this academic, Internet literacy 
education does not necessarily mean more Internet skills, just greater familiarity with 
the area being searched. Thirdly, another academic postulated that much everyday 
searching is relatively straight forward since modern search engines like Google 
DWWHPSWWRSUHGLFWSHRSOH¶VVHDUFKLQJQHHGV(Academic 08). The academic went on 
to say that this gives students the impression that ³VHDUFKLQJ LVHDV\$QG IRU WKH
obvious stuff searching is actually very easy´, but when students apply their ³VHOI
WDXJKW VNLOOV´ to search ³PRUH XQXVXDO OHVV WURG VHDUFKLQJ DUHDV´ they will find it 
much harder and this is the challenge for Internet literacy. 
For two academics, seeking information appeared to be the most significant aspect 
of being Internet literate. One devoted almost the entire research conversation 
stressing the importance of being able to seek information online. For this academic, 
the most important aspect was to reduce the number of search engine results: ³WR
WKH SRLQW ZKHUH \RX FDQ VWDUW ZLWK  PLOOLRQ KLWV RQ D VLPSOH *RRJOH IRU µJOREDO
ZDUPLQJ¶DQG\RXFDQHQGXSORRNLQJDW1 ... because, quantity is of no value to 
\RXLW¶VRQO\TXDOLW\´ (Academic 01). This academic¶V³JRDO´for Internet literacy was 
³to make finding information on the Internet as easy as going to the fridge and 
opening a can of coke ... sRWKDW\RXGRQ¶WWKLQNDERXWLW´. The other academic also 
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considered searching for information online as ³D ELJ ,QWHUQHW WKLQJ VHDUFKLQJ LV
SUREDEO\ZKDWRISHRSOHGRRI WKH WLPH´ (Academic 07). This academic 
described someone who was particularly Internet literate as being able to ³JR
VWUDLJKWIRUZKDWWKH\DUHORRNLQJIRU´, not just in terms of using a search engine, but 
reading a web page and browsing for information.  
9.4.1.1.2 Evaluating information found online 
Academics attached much importance to the skills involved in evaluating information 
found online. This was variously described as treating the information found online 
³ZLWK VXIILFLHQW VFHSWLFLVP´ (Academic 17), evaluating the information found for 
³DXWKRULW\´ (e.g. Academic 08) and ³UHOLDELOLW\´ (e.g. Academic 11). Most academics 
were critical of students¶DELOLWLHVWRGRWKLV. As one academic stated ³DWOHDVWKDOIRI
the students ... [when] they find the source on the Internet, they use it without even 
realising who has written it ... [or] LI WKDW LVDQ\DXWKRULWDWLYHQHVVDWDOO´ (Academic 
06) and another stated that students ³GRQ¶WHYHQNQow what the difference between 
IQWHUQHW UHVRXUFHV DQG GLJLWDO MRXUQDOV  WKH\ FDQ¶W GLVWLQJXLVK´ (Academic 04). 
However, academics differed in the emphasis that they placed on students knowing 
authority sources as opposed to determining the authority of the resource, 
particularly in relation to the information need. Representing the former, one 
academic felt that students should first be considering books: ³PDNHWKHPWKLQN
,QWHUQHWUHVRXUFHVLVRND\FRPSDUHGZLWKWKHERRNEXWLW¶VQRW´ (Academic 04) and 
another academic feeling that students should be ³DZDUH RI WUXVWHG sources, not 
everything on the IQWHUQHW LV UHOLDEOH GRQ¶W MXVW TXRWH :LNLSHGLD´ (Academic 11). 
Whereas, representing the latter one academic was critical of adopting too simplistic 
an approach to judging the authority of a source and felt students should be 
considering ³ZKDWDXWKRULW\PHDQV´ DQG³QRWVLPSO\ ORRNWRWKHVRFDOOHGDFDGHPLF
quality sites, but [other] information is useful as long as ,DSSURDFK LWZLWKFDXWLRQ´ 
(Academic 10). 
9.4.1.1.3 Creating online information 
During the research conversations academics felt that being Internet literate 
included the skills, understanding and knowledge to create online information. This 
tended to focus on textual forms of information, and for one academic involved a 
particular form of online writing skill not promoted in HE. For this academic, being 
Internet literate was about incorporating what students have learnt into their online 
writing, but ³FRQFLVHO\ WR ILW WKH OLPLWHG VFUHHQ VL]H´ (Academic 01). This type of 
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writing differed from journalistic type writing that is not ³OLPLWHGWRZRUGV´. Some 
academics mentioned non-textual forms of information including images, sound and 
video. For one academic, this was particularly significant since on the Internet there 
is increasingly ³D NLQG RI FRQYHUJHQFH RI PHGLD DQG FRPSXWLQJ´ and a more 
³URXQGHGVHWRIVNLOOV´ is now required to be successful (Academic 03). This included 
³EHLQJ DEOH WR FUHDWH NLQG of pleasing imagery or powerful videos that combine 
VRXQG DQG YLVXDOV´. Media type skills were also mentioned by another academic 
who said that in her module students both create and use video and use Photoshop 
to create special image effects (Academic 02).  
9.4.1.1.4 Disseminating information online 
Some academics stressed that being Internet literate included the skills, 
understandings and knowledge to disseminate information, primarily by designing 
and building websites but also by building social networking sites (Academic 02) or 
being able to ³SUHVHQW D SURILOH´ (Academic 17) on a social networking site. One 
academic spoke of being able to disseminate ³LQIRUPDWLRQEDFNRXW, as well to other 
SHRSOH´ (Academic 08) and another about being able to ³SXWLQIRUPDWLRQRQWKHZHE´ 
(Academic 03). Staff spoke of being able to ³GHVLJQDQGSURGXFH´ (e.g. Academic 
07) a ³VHDUFKDEOH´ (e.g. Academic 08) or ³*RRJOHDEOH´ (Academic 06) website that 
was ³XVHDEOH´ (e.g. Academic 12) and ³DFFHVVLEOH´ (e.g. Academic 10). By being 
able to design a ³*RRJOHDEOH´ web site, this academic implied that it was one that 
had the potential to appear high-up the Google rankings by the careful selection and 
placement on the web site of key words (Academic 06). Whilst not difficult, this 
academic felt that students struggled to apply the associated knowledge. The 
mechanism for building web sites was not indicated by academics, although one 
academic did say that highly Internet literate students could ³ZULWH PDVK-XSV´ to 
create websites and described ³FUHDWLQJ :HE SDJHV LQ 'UHDPZHDYHU was being 
YHU\ ,QWHUQHW\´ (Academic 10). The academic later went on to imply that some 
knowledge of CSS and HTML would be useful. 
9.4.1.2 Communicating facet 
A few academics referred to particular knowledge and skills that are required to 
effectively communicate online as opposed to creating and disseminating 
information online. For one academic ³FRPPXQLFDWLQJ  LV D JUHDW SDUW RI WKH
,QWHUQHW QRZDGD\V´ and includes ³your netiquette, your smilies and all your 
DFURQ\PV´ (Academic 09). For this academic online communication knowledge and 
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skills are not necessarily transferable between environments, particular ³an 
environment like Second Life or Facebook´where ³you face a totally different type of 
cRPPXQLFDWLRQWKDWLVQHLWKHUV\QFKURQRXVRUDV\QFKURQRXV´. Two academics were 
VWUXFNE\VWXGHQWV¶LQDELOLW\WRFKRRVHWKHPRVWDSSURSULDWHFRPPXQLFDWLRQWRRO2QH
felt that this ³GRHVQ¶WQHHGDORWRIWKRXJKW´, yet students still use their mobile phones 
for group coursework as if they were organising their personal lives instead of 
choosing a ³PRUH RIILFLDO UHFRUG´ like ³D EXOOHWLQ ERDUG RU H-PDLOV « HYHQ MXVW
sending an e-PDLO LV EHWWHU WKDQVHQGLQJD WH[WPHVVDJH´ (Academic 06). For the 
other academic the skills and understandings involved in the discerning choice of 
FRPPXQLFDWLRQWRROVKRXOGEHSURPRWHGWKURXJKRXWVWXGHQWV¶VWXGLHV7KH\VKRXOG
be taught that there exists a ³NLQG RI HFRV\VWHP RI FRPPXQLFDWLRQ DSSOLFDWLRQV´ 
where students use their knowledge how ³LQVWDQWPHVVDJLQJLVJRRGIRUWKLVDQGH-
PDLO LV JRRG IRU WKLV DQG YLGHR FRQIHUHQFLQJ LV JRRG IRU WKLV´ to reconsider their 
current, almost habitual communication tool choices (Academic 17). 
9.4.1.3 Technical sub-facet 
For many academics, being Internet literate included a technical facet. This was 
stated in more general terms like ³,QWHUQHW OLWHUDF\ LV DOO DERXW XVLQJ GLYHUVH
DSSOLFDWLRQV´ (Academic 10) and being ³DEOH WR XVH WKH UHOHYDQW WHFKQRORJLHV´ 
(Academic 15), or more specifically current academic needs like being able to ³find 
their way around the University¶V FRPSXWHU V\VWHPV´ (Academic 15), ³access 
learning and teaching resources" (Academic 11) and ³set of basic skills that were 
necessary for the individuals to be successful in their e-learning experience´ 
(Academic 09) with another academic feeling that simply enabling students to 
³DFFHVV UHPRWHO\ ZKDWHYHU WKH\ QHHG  SURPRWHV LQ LWVHOI  ,QWHUQHW OLWHUDF\´ 
(Academic 02). The former, more generic technical skills, were primarily in the 
context of creating and disseminating online content, and either specific and related 
to Web 2.0 like ³EHLQJDEOHWRVHWXSD:LNL´ (Academic 14), ³RSHQVSDFHVWXIIZLWK
LPSRUWLQJ566IHHGVDQGEORJV´ (Academic 01) and ³FUHDWLQJD3DJHIODNHVSDJH´ 
(Academic 16) or more specific, including programming like creating ³DZHEVLWHWKDW
FRQQHFWV WRDGDWDEDVH OLYH´ (Academic 03), ³VRUWLQJRXW ILUHZDOOV´ (Academic 01), 
³NQRZLQJDERXWWKHXQGHUO\LQJ>Internet] LQIUDVWUXFWXUH´ (Academic 11), ³:HE-based 
prograPPLQJODQJXDJHV´ (Academic 07) and ³VHULRXVVRUWRISURJUDPPLQJDQGVRUW
of mash-XSV´ (Academic 10). At times, the online technologies mentioned seem to 
rely on very limited Internet access like when one academic spoke about being able 
to ³XVHPRVWSURGXFWLYLW\DSSOLFDWLRQVOLNH:RUG3RZHU3RLQW´, yet later mentioned 
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technologies that can only be accessed via an Internet-enabled computer like ³\RXU
ERRNPDUNV LQ 'HOLFLRXV « RU « VKDUHG GRFXPHQWV OLNH *RRJOH 'RFV´ (Academic 
17). One academic drew attention to this distinction, classifying those technologies 
that are ³VRUWRI,QWHUQHWGHSHQGHQWDQGGULYHQ´OLNH6HFRQG/LIH and those that are a 
³VSHFLDOLVHG DVSHFW RI ,QWHUQHW OLWHUDF\´ like ³'UHDPZHDYHU LV RQH )73LQg is 
DQRWKHU´ (Academic 10). The latter, more specific academic technical skills 
mentioned by academics, included being able to access to the University¶V RQOLQH
resources including the library catalogue (Academic 15) and virtual learning 
environments like µMOLE¶$FDGHPLFDQGDFDGHPLFDQG:,0%$$FDGHPLF
12). 
9.4.1.4 Security facet 
Several academics felt that an understanding of Internet security issues was 
necessary to avoid unnecessarily being exposed to online risks. For one academic, 
having this understanding is ³SUREDEO\WKHELJJHVWGLIference between someone who 
is IQWHUQHW OLWHUDWHDQGVRPHRQHZKRLVQ¶W´ (Academic 07). The risks cited included 
those related to the safe use of passwords (e.g. Academic 07), responding to spoof 
requests for personal or financial information (e.g. Academic 15), accidentally 
downloading bugs or viruses (e.g. Academic 09) and placing personal information 
on insecure social networking sites (e.g. Academic 17). Academics said that 
students needed to ³XQGHUVWDQG´ (e.g. Academic 15) or be ³DZDUH´ (e.g. Academic 
04) of the associated security issues, with one academic describing these as 
³GHIHQVLYH VNLOOV´ (Academic 09). Unlike some other academics who implied that 
users were blissfully unaware of their lack of understanding, continuing regardless, 
one academic indicated that users were sometimes ³VFDUHG´ of using the Internet 
fearing they have ³EUHDFKHG VRPH VHFXULW\  JLYHQ DZD\ Lnformation about their 
computer [or] GRZQORDGHGVRPHEXJ´ (Academic 07). 
9.4.1.5 Ethical facet 
Several academics felt that a facet of being Internet literate was being aware of the 
social and legal ethical issues surrounding online activities. For three academics the 
issues surrounding the copyright of material on the Internet and the associated 
ethical issues with plagiarising web content is an important aspect of being Internet 
literate with one academic stressing ³,QWHUQHW OLWHUDF\ LV QRW MXVW EHLQJ D SUDFWLFDO
NLQG RI ,7 W\SH RI VNLOO « , WKLQN WKHUH LV D OLWWOH ELW PRUH WR LW WKDQ WKDW « OLNH «
NQRZLQJ DERXW HWKLFV NQRZLQJ DERXW FRS\ULJKW´ (Academic 11) and another 
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stressing that students need to be eventually ³WDXJKWWKDWLWLVZURQJ´ to blindly copy 
online images and web page text (Academic 08). Other academics stressed other 
aspects including ³EUHDFKes RIGDWDSURWHFWLRQ«IUHHGRPRIVSHHFK WKHEXOO\LQJ
F\EHUEXOO\LQJWKLQJV´ (Academic 04), feeling that students needed to be more aware 
of the privacy issues surrounding their current use of Facebook, how information 
relating to them ³LW¶VQRWJRLQJ WRJRDZD\´ and how any inappropriate information 
may adversely affect their future careers (Academic 17). 
9.4.2 Internet literacies as capabilities   
In addition to listing the competencies that illustrated someone who was Internet 
literate, academics also spoke about the purpose of being Internet literate. Implicit in 
their statements was a view of Internet literacy as capabilities, where being Internet 
literate involves being able to draw out the essence of learnt online experiences and 
effectively apply them to future online situations. This capabilities perspective of 
being Internet literate was apparent when academics spoke about being Internet 
literate for future employment or citizenship, when academics spoke about being 
able to exploit the affordances of Internet technologies and when applying the 
competencies learnt through Information Management to make effective use of 
Internet technologies. 
&HQWUDOWRWKHµ,QWHUQHWOLWHUDF\DVFDSDELOLWLHV¶perspective is a person¶VFDSDELOLW\WR
transfer learnt experiences to new situations and hence empowering individuals ³WR
EHFRQILGHQWZLWKLQD UDSLGO\FKDQJLQJHQYLURQPHQW´ (Academic 05). For Academic 
13 this principle was at the heart of Higher Education, representing ³GLIIHUHQFH
EHWZHHQ NQRZOHGJH DQG OHDUQLQJ NQRZOHGJH DQG WUDLQLQJ´ and wished ³that the 
GRYHUQPHQW ZRXOG UHFRJQLVH WKDW HGXFDWLRQ DQG WUDLQLQJ DUHQ¶W WKH VDPH WKLQJ´. 
This academic stressed that ³\RX DUH not teaching them specifically how to do a 
search on Yahoo, you are teaching them about the principle of something so that 
WKH\ FDQ XVH WKDW NQRZOHGJH LQ GLIIHUHQW FLUFXPVWDQFHV´, for example they ³
ZRXOGQ¶WEHWRRID]ed when stuck in front of a, a previously unknown e-mail system 
´. Academic 10 described this as ³the old learn how to learn´and about having the 
capabilities to ³develop skills in using new technologies as LQGHSHQGHQWEHLQJV´ in 
how they use new technologies and how they establish the criteria to judge the 
authority of an online resource. Some academics felt that students were already 
beginning their studies with capabilities in this area. Academic 08 described how 
³WULYLDO´ it was for students to learn a new university computer system and how 
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students had already acquired sufficiently high capabilities that ³\RXjust get them to 
use an on-OLQHFRXUVHZRUNVXEPLVVLRQV\VWHPWKH\MXVWXVHLWWKH\GRQ¶WHYHQEOLQN
\RX NQRZ LW¶V D WULYLDO IRU WKHP WR XVH VRPHWKLQJ OLNH WKDW´. However, not all 
academics felt so positive about students Internet capabilities. Academic 14 felt that 
students generally have a ³EURDGEDVHG IOXHQF\DQGVHOI FRQILGHQFH´ with Internet 
technologies, ³EXWDFWXDOO\LQWHUPVRIWKHLUDZDUHQHVVRIKRZWRXVHWKRVHWRROVWR
support their learning activities specifically, LVTXLWH ORZ´. This academic postulated 
that students lack the ³FDSDELOLW\´ to structure information effectively for an online 
task and that this capability is primarily acquired through the discipline of information 
management. 
Academics stressed three facets of Internet literacy that could broadly be described 
as relating to employability, citizenship and being able to exploit WKH ,QWHUQHW¶V
affordances. These are described in more detail in the following sections:  
9.4.2.1 Employability facet 
Several academics VSRNH RI EXLOGLQJ XSRQ VWXGHQWV¶ RQOLQH FRPSHWHQFLHV IRU WKH
purpose of future employment. For example, one academic felt that students are 
³ERUHGE\ZKDWZHWHDFKWRDFHUWDLQH[WHQWPD\EHSHUFHLYHLWWREHROGIDVKLRQHG
or focussing too much on deep theories which they find difficult to link to their own 
H[SHULHQFH´ (Academic 03). However, this academic felt that students were ³YHU\
DGHSW´ at using the Internet for social purposes and that these skills and the 
associated enthusiasm could be built XSRQ E\ VD\LQJ ³that these skills might be 
useful within organisations´2WKHUVWRRVDZSRWHQWLDO WR OLQNVWXGHQWV¶VWXGLHVZLWK
future employment. One academic felt that students should be able to draw upon 
the competencies gained through their Web design studies to be ³FULWLFDO´ of their 
HPSOR\HU¶V ZHEVLWH DQG EH DEOH WR ³JLYH IHHGEDFN WR RWKHU SHRSOH DERXW KRZ WR
LPSURYHWKHLUV´ (Academic 17). This academic also said that it was also being able 
to draw upon their understandings of ³ZKDW [communication] tools do, what they 
PLJKW EH JRRG IRU « DQG KRZ \RX PLJKW XVH WKHP´ to select or advise future 
colleagues about the most effective communication tool for the purpose intended. In 
a similar way, another academic felt that students should be able to draw upon their 
Web ³WHFKQLFDO H[SHUWLVH´ to cope with potential workplace scenarios where they 
might be required to commission ³DZHEVLWH \RXZRXOG OLNH LW WREHDFFHVVLEOH«
based on CSS, having some sort of glimmerings of how to talk to Web designers, 
the abiOLW\ WR FUHDWH \RX NQRZ VLPSOH ZHEVLWHV RQHVHOI LQ FDVH \RX KDYHQ¶W JRW
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DFFHVV WR IXQGV´ (Academic 10). Some academics felt that being Internet literate 
might also mean that students were more employable since they would have the 
competencies to build a Web home page to advertise their skills. One said that there 
is a ³NLQGRIDQDVVXPSWLRQWKDWHYHU\ERG\LQWKHZRUOGZRXOGKDYHDKRPHSDJH´ 
and if you were not a ³ELJ´ Facebook user or Delicious user, you are ³PLVVLQJRXWRQ
VRPHWKLQJ´ since you could not be found online (Academic 08). 
9.4.2.2 Citizenship facet 
Academics spoke about the capability to transfer online competencies to new 
situations in the context of citizenship. For one academic it was one of the facets of 
Internet literacy that also included technical, communication and pedagogic 
(Academic 10). For other academics, being Internet literate was about ³WKRVHEDVLF
VNLOOV WKDW DOORZ \RX  WR EH VXFFHVVIXO DW EDVLF OHYHO LQ D SDUWLFXODU VRFLHW\´ 
(Academic 09) and part of ensuring people ³H[HUFLVe their rights as citizens to 
LQWHUDFWZLWK JRYHUQPHQW´ (Academic 16). This was increasingly necessary as ³DV
the GRYHUQPHQWWULHVWRFXWFRVWVDQGVRUWRIWULHVWRSXWHYHU\WKLQJRQWKHZHE´ and 
hence people need to be able to negotiate on-line forms and interact with 
government websites. Overall, this academic felt that citizenship is ³ELJVRPHWKLQJ
to do with the whole curriculum really ... LW¶V EURDGHU WKDQ VLPSO\ EHLQJ ,QWHUQHW
literate´ but included it. 
9.4.2.3 Exploitation facet 
Many academics felt that part of being Internet literate was the extent to which 
someone, not just used the Internet, but fully engaged and exploited its various 
affordances. Engagement was expressed in terms of the range of applications an 
individual was involved with. For example, one academic described Internet literacy 
as being ³DOODERXWXVLQJGLYHUVHDSSOLFDWLRQV´ (Academic 10). Particular emphasis 
was placed on the use of RSS feeds by some academics (Academics 12, 06, 01 
and 10) and engagement with ³VRFLDO QHWZRUNLQJ VLWHV´ (e.g. Academic 15). This 
included ³XVLQJ6HFRQG/LIH´ (e.g. Academic 02), ³XVLQJ)DFHERRN´ (e.g. Academic 
13), ³FRQWULEXWLQJ WR :LNLV  DQG EORJV´ (Academic 01) and ³SXWWLQJ SKRWRV RQ
Flicker or uploading videos on Youtube or editing an article on Wikipedia ... doing 
\RXUERRNPDUNVLQ'HOLFLRXV´ (Academic 08). However many academics implied that 
it was not just the range of applications, put the intensity of this engagement that 
made someone Internet literate: they would use the Internet ³DOO WKH WLPH´ and 
³UHJXODUO\´ (Academic 11), ³SUREDEO\ VSHQG  KRXUV D GD\ RQ WKH ,QWHUQHW´ 
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(Academic 07), ³FRQVWDQWO\XSGDWH LW FRQVWDQWO\SRVWDPHVVDJH´ (Academic 02) 
and ³XVH LW IRU DOPRVW HYHU\ WDVN LQ VRPH ZD\´ (Academic 03). In addition to the 
range anGLQWHQVLW\RIDQLQGLYLGXDO¶VRQOLQHHQJDJHPHQWVRPHDFDGHPLFV LPSOLHG
that the highest levels of Internet literacy are achieved when individuals engaged in 
collaborative online practices. For example, several individuals using GoogleDocs to 
develop a conference presentation (Academic 08) or using various Internet 
technologies (FTP, Dreamweaver and e-mail) to collaboratively develop a website 
(Academic 10). 
Many academics emphasised that being Internet literate was more engagement, 
stressing the extent to ZKLFKDQLQGLYLGXDOH[SORLWHGWKH,QWHUQHW¶VDIIRUGDQFHV. This 
view was articulated by Academic 10 who said being Internet literate was not just 
about having ³JHQHUDOLVHGDFFHVVWRORWVRIWKLQJVRXWWKHUH´, but also ³Eeing able to 
dive in and exploit fully, particular technologies and approaches and systems that 
happen to be particularly dependent on the IQWHUQHW´. Others stressed it in terms of 
being able to ³XWLOLVH [the Internet] in order to find out what they require « what 
questions are answerable through the Internet and what services «DUHDYDLODEOH´ 
(Academic 05), ³«having an understanding of what Internet technology can offer´ 
(Academic 15) and those ³VHWRIEDVLFVNLOOVWKDWDUHQHFHVVDU\IRU\RXWREHDEOHWR
explore, exploit and enjoy the IQWHUQHW´ (Academic 12). Most academics spoke about 
the Internet as if it was a collection of tools and information sources, but Academic 
16 felt it was important to distinguish between online environments like Second Life 
from tools like e-mail, stating that being Internet literate was about being ³DEOHWR
use the various affordances of the different tools and environments ... that are on 
the IQWHUQHWWRWKHLUEHVWDGYDQWDJH´.  
9.4.3 Internet literacies as qualities 
In addition to the online competencies and capabilities cited by academics, some 
spoke of particular qualities that students should possess. These qualities were 
SHUVRQDO LQ WKH VHQVH WKDW WKH\PLJKWEHDQDVSHFW RI D VWXGHQW¶V FKDUDFWHU, their 
attitudes towards learning, how they chose to apply their Internet-related 
competencies and capabilities, and being empathetic towards the people students 
are communicating with. 
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9.4.3.1 Motivational facet 
The extent to which someone is Internet literate was perceived by some academics 
as being relatHG WR DQ LQGLYLGXDO¶V OHYHO RI PRWLYDWLRQ 7KLV ZDV GHVFULEHG DV WKH
extent to which a student persevered when faced with an online problem and the 
extent to which a student was proactive and up-to-date with new technologies. An 
example of the former was one academic¶V IUXVWUDWLRQ ZLWK WKH DWWLWXGH RI
undergraduates. The academic perceived them as having a ³NLQG RI LQWHOOHFWXDO
DUURJDQFH´ that means ³WKH\GRQ¶WSXWWKHQHFHVVary effort to understand how they 
FDQH[SORLW´ the Internet and how ³WKH\MXVWVWRSDQGVD\RKLW¶VQRWWKHUH´ rather than 
trying ³WR ILQG RWKHU ZD\V WR DUULYH DW WKH VDPH JRDO´ (Academic 06). For this 
academic an important aspect of being Internet literate is being able to persevere, a 
quality that is not required for many Internet interactions. Whilst not criticising 
VWXGHQWV¶ ODFNRIPRWLYDWLRQWRSHUVHYHUHDQRWKHUacademic DOVRIHOW WKDWVWXGHQWV¶
level of Internet literacy was directly related to their ³FRPPLWPHQW´ and ³LQWHUHVW´ to 
³SXVK´ the technology to see what it can do (Academic 12). Other academics felt 
that being Internet literate was about being more proactive in terms of keeping up-
to-date with new online technologies. One academic spoke about students having ³D
YHU\ SURDFWLYH VWDQFH LQ UHODWLRQ WR QHZ WHFKQRORJLHV´ and ³OHYHO RI DZDUHQHVV ... 
about changing IQWHUQHW WUHQGV´ (Academic 14) and another felt that this proactive 
stance might be about being: 
³very active in building their own sites ... if they build their own sites or 
they have got lots of stuff on Facebook ... someone that would have their 
Second Life ... so it is more about actively doing, creating yes, rather than 
accHVVLQJRUVHDUFKLQJRUSRVWLQJ´ 
(Academic 02) 
For two academics, being up-to-date was about ³NHHSLQJXSZLWKZKDWHYHUWKHODWHVW
WHFKQRORJLHVDUHSURYLGLQJ´ (Academic 08) and the ability to be updating yourself in 
terms of what is coming on-OLQHZKDW¶VLVDYDLODEOH´ (Academic 10).  
9.4.3.2 Open-mind facet 
Some academics felt that students sometimes failed to do well in their studies 
because they were not sufficiently open-minded, unreceptive to new ideas and 
unrealistic about the limits of their online knowledge. For one academic, two thirds of 
the students display this trait (Academic 06). They need to have the ³KXPLOLW\ RI
recognising that [they] GRQ¶W NQRZ´ and ³XQOHVV \RX DUH LQ WKDW IUDPH RI PLQG
UHFHSWLYHDQGEHLQJDEOHWRFULWLFLVH\RXUVHOI´ learning will not be as effective. The 
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second spoke about how it was a ³VRUWRI ILJKW´ to get students to critically reflect 
upon and question their ³Zell honed [Internet-related] strategies´ (Academic 17). 
The academic felt his role was to provide students with the ³« FRQFHSWXDO
framework to be critical ... to understand the limitations of their knowledge about 
WKLQJV WKDW WKH\ DUH DOUHDG\ GRLQJ LQ WKH LQIRUPDWLRQ VSDFH´ so that students can 
cULWLFLVH WKHLU RZQ RUJDQLVDWLRQ¶V ZHEVLWHV UHIOHFW upon their choice of 
communication tools and treat search engine results with sufficient scepticism to 
want to improve their searching strategy.  
9.4.3.3 Empathetic facet 
Some academics implied that being Internet literate was related to being empathetic 
and knowing when it was appropriate to be informal during online communications. 
Several academics felt that students lacked these qualities, particularly during e-mail 
communications. Academic 17 claimed that students ³VHHPWRKDYHDGLIIHUHQWVHWRI
FXOWXUDOQRUPV´ when it comes to communicating with academics and being Internet 
literate includes writing ³DJRRGH-PDLOWKDWGRHVQ¶WDQQR\SHRSOH «to use e-mail in 
a responsible way´. This academic felt that this was ³VRUWRIDUW´ and ³NLQGRIH-mail 
OLWHUDF\´ that involved being able to judge whether the e-mail is really necessary and 
choosing the most effective subject line. Similarly, academic 03 felt that students 
should be more sensitive when using e-mail. The academic spoke about how 
students should be more aware of who they are communicating with and how their 
poor spelling, lack of paragraphs and the tendency to only use lower-case might be 
perceived, particularly by someone ³KLJKHU LQWKHKLHUDUFK\´. Overall, the academic 
felt students do not know when ³WKH LQIRUPDOLW\VKRXOGVWRS´ and that if they ³GRQ¶W
JUDVS WKDW \RX¶YHJRW WRGR WKLQJVSURIHVVLRQDOO\ WKH\ZLOO MXVW JHW WRWDOO\ NLOOHGE\
SHRSOH´. Conversely, another academic felt that a level of informality was necessary 
to successfully and efficiently express oneself within the ³JHQUH RI EORJJLQJ´ 
(Academic 14). It involves a ³VW\OHRIVHOIH[SUHVVLRQ´ that differs from the style of 
academic writing valued in Higher Education being ³PRUHMRXUQDOLVWLFPRUHLQIRUPDO
ZULWLQJ´. For this academic, this type of writing was more difficult than writing 
formally because the academic could not ³MXVWVLWGRZQDQGGDVKWKLQJVRII«MXVW
having 20 minutes to sort of quickly blog my thoughts RUVRPHWKLQJ LVQ¶WHQRXJK´. 
The academic would want to be ³WKLQNLQJGHHSO\´about what to write and feeling the 
need to ³SROLVK LW´.  
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9.4.4 External perspective 
One academic who specialised in learning technologies, spoke about being Internet 
literate as if it was external to the individual and largely out of their control. This 
academic felt that Internet literacy was a property of the environment that the 
individual operates in, rather than something related to the individual: ³,ZRXOGVD\
ZLWKRXWDGRXEWKRZXVDEOH UHVRXUFHVDUH LV D NH\FRPSRQHQW´ of being Internet 
literate and how ³KDYLQJDEDGVHDUFKHQJLQHRUYHU\SRRUXVDELOLW\RQSDJHVWKDW
contain the iQIRUPDWLRQ´ might ³REVWUXFW WKHLU OLWHUDF\´ (Academic 12). This 
perspective has been included here since it was presented as a distinct perception 
of Internet literacy during the research conversations. However, it was excluded 
from the Internet literacy tULDQJOH VLQFH WKLVPRGHO UHSUHVHQWVDFDGHPLFV¶ VWXGHQW-
centred perceptions of Internet literacy (see delimitation in Section 8.3). 
9.5 Cognitive and affective dimensions to being Internet 
literate 
To varying degrees, when academics described or defined being Internet literate 
they implied different types of mental processes were involved. They used words 
like µknowing¶, µunderstanding¶, µdesigning¶, µevaluating¶ and µdiscriminating¶. They 
also used words and phrases that implied that these mental processes could be 
internalised like, µKDYLQJ awareness¶ µfamiliarity¶ DQG µUHDOO\ DGMXVWHG¶. The meta-
language created by Bloom¶s Revised Taxonomy (Anderson and Krathwohl, 2001) 
DQG.UDWKZRKO¶V(1964) Affective Model for categorising educational objectives (see 
Section 6.1) provide two useful ways of categorising the diversity of statements 
made by academics when describing being Internet literate. 
9$SSO\LQJ%ORRP¶VRevised Taxonomy 
Anderson and Krathwohl (2001) model (see Figure 6.1) was successfully applied to 
many statements made by academics relating to their perception of being Internet 
literate (see following table). For those statements that could not easily be classified, 
the following strategies were adopted: 
x Examine the context of the statement 
x Acknowledge that its exact location could not be determined without further 
consultation with the academic and select a range of locations 
x Conclude that the statement referred to a range of locations within the model
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"... they would learn 
more about the 
,QWHUQHWDQGLW¶VXVHV
and applications after 
doing the course, 
than they would 
beforehand" 
(Academic 11) 
... ³WKH\KDYHWR
understand things like 
domains and the fact 
... that different 
information will have 
a different reliability´ 
(Academic 01) 
³... can see in the sort 
of URL as to whether 
WKLVLVDVHFXUHVLWH´ 
(Academic 15) 
³... noting there was a 
mistake with that 
page and e-mailing 
the person who was 
UHVSRQVLEOHIRUWKDW´ 
(Academic 03) 
³,QWHUQHWOLWHUDF\
involves some sort of 
knowledge of the 
technology, 
knowledge about how 
to work computer 
DSSOLFDWLRQV´ 
(Academic 08) 
³... they need to be 
able to understand 
what a link is, they  
need to understand 
what downloading a 
ILOHLV´ (Academic 09) 
³,VHHOLWeracy as the 
ability to acquire and 
take in information 
and use it, in some 
HIIHFWLYHZD\´ 
(Academic 10) 
³... know what the 
difference between 
you know Internet 
resources and the 
digital journal´ 
(Academic 04) 
³... being able to 
judge the quality of 
WKHVRXUFH´ 
(Academic 06) 
 
³... it would be rather 
nice to be able to do 
that sort of Internet 
type things myself, so 
LW¶VFUHDWLRQDVZHOODV
XVLQJLQIRUPDWLRQ´ 
(Academic 10) 
³,VHHOLWHUDFLHVWKRVH
that set of basic skills 
that are necessary, 
for you to be able to 
explore, exploit and 
HQMR\WKH,QWHUQHW´ 
(Academic 09) 
³being Internet literate 
means that you can 
access the Internet 
and find your way 
around, that sort of 
WKLQJ´ (Academic 15) 
³WDNLQJLQWHUQHW
literacy ... using some 
tools like Turnitin to 
help you plagiarise 
OHVV´ (Academic 16) 
³,QWHUQHWOLWHUDF\LV
"about getting 
information on the 
QHWLW¶VDOODERXWWKH
checking the authority 
... extracting ... 
GLVVHPLQDWLQJ´ 
(Academic 08) 
³WKHUH are several 
different tools that 
you can choose from, 
so there also has to 
be perhaps an 
HOHPHQWRIVHOHFWLRQ´
(Academic 11) 
³FDXVLQJWKHPWR
rethink how they are 
using a lot of these 
WRROVDOUHDG\´ 
(Academic 17) 
 
³... understand the 
limitations of their 
knowledge about 
things that they are 
already doing in the 
LQIRUPDWLRQVSDFH´ 
(Academic 17) 
³... LW¶VWKHROGOHDUQ
how to learn I guess, 
be able to access the 
new things ... as 
independent beings if 
\RXOLNH´ (Academic 
10) 
³... exploring their 
own understanding of 
themselves as 
[Internet] literate 
SHRSOH´ (Academic 
16) 
 
³ZHVKRXOGEHLQYLWLQJ
them to reflect 
critically on their own, 
on the concept of 
GLJLWDOOLWHUDF\´ 
(Academic 14) 
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.UDWKZRKO¶V (1964) µ7D[RQRP\ RI WKH $IIHFWLYH 'RPDLQ¶ begins to capture another 
dimension to academics statements related to their perceptions of being Internet 
literate. However, it focuses on the extent to which students internalise µYDOXHV¶, 
whereas during interviews with academics focussed RQ WKHH[WHQW WRZKLFKVWXGHQWV¶
Internet experiences were internalised. For the model to be useful and meaningful, it 
was necessary to refocus the definitions, merge three categories into one and rename 
the remaining two categories. Hence, µ5HVSRQGLQJ¶µ9DOXLQJ¶ and µ2UJDQLVLQJ¶ merged 
to become µ9DOXH¶, µ5HFHLYLQJ¶ was renamed µ5HFHSWLYH¶ and µ&KDUDFWHULVDWLRQ E\
9DOXH¶ was renamed µInternalise¶ (see figure X): 
Level Definition 
i. Receptive Receptive to learn from their own Internet experiences or from others 
ii. Value Sufficiently value what they have been taught or experience, that it positively affects their Internet-related behaviour 
iii. Internalise Consistently apply their internalised Internet experiences and learning to 
everyday situations in an almost reflex manner 
Table 9.2 Krathwohl¶VRevised taxonomy for the Affective Domain 
In contrast to the Cognitive Process and Knowledge dimensions, the µ,QWHUQDOLVH¶ 
category subsumes the µ$IIHFW¶ category which in turn subsumes the µ5HFHSWLYH¶ 
category. That is, if someone is able to consistently apply their internalised Internet 
experiences and learning to every day situations, they must have demonstrated that it 
has affected their Internet-related behaviour in specific contexts, and for this to happen 
they must have been receptive to being taught or to learn from their Internet-related 
experiences. 
9.5.2 Cognitive-Affective Model 
There is no evidence in the literature of the µ%ORRP¶V 5HYLVHG7D[RQRP\¶ (Anderson 
and Krathwohl, 2001) and the µTaxonomy of the Affective Domain¶ (Krathwohl et al., 
1964) being combined into a single model. However, during the research conversations 
with academics there were occasions when individual statements could usefully be 
positioned within each model. When taking into account context, more statements 
could be located within both models. Hence, by combining the cognitive and knowledge 
dimensions of %ORRP¶V Revised Taxonomy with the affective dimension of the 
Taxonomy of the Affective Domain a three dimensional model is produced. If higher 
and lower levels are indicated by darker and lighter shades respectively, the following 
model is produced: 
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Figure 9.2 Cognitive-Affective model 
Within this Cognitive-Affective Model are 4 X 6 X 3 = 72 cells that could potentially be 
used to represent the various cognitive and affective aspects to academics 
understandings about being Internet literate.  
The Cognitive-Affective Model ZDV WHQWDWLYHO\ XVHG WR FDSWXUH HDFK DFDGHPLF¶V
perception of being Internet literate. As mentioned above, many of the statements 
made by academics either could not be located precisely within the Cognitive-Affective 
Model or spanned several categories within one or more dimensions. In these cases, a 
range of cells was used to represent their understanding of being Internet literate. 
Following this procedure, there was tentative evidence that academics made 
statements that relate to all 72 cells within the model (research question: RQ11-2008). 
However, there was also tentative evidence that some academics may stress certain 
aspects of the model whilst other aspects might be absent. To illustrate the different 
emphasis used by some academics, the model is applied to three statements made by 
different academics. These statements were chosen because they encapsulated the 
DFDGHPLFV¶RYHUDOOXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIZKDWLWPHDQVWREH,QWHUQHWOLWHUDWHHowever, the 
model does not necessarily GHSLFW WKHDFDGHPLF¶VRYHUDOOSHUFHSWLRQRIEHLQJ,QWHUQHW
literate: other statements might have revealed further categories and, had I probed 
deeper, they may have revealed higher, or indeed lower, categories. 
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Cognitive-Affective Model Example 1 
³6RWKLQJVOLNHNQRZLQJDERXWVRFLDOQHWZRUNLQJVLWHVNQRZLQJDERXWHWKLFV
knowing about copyright, so for example Digital Multimedia one of the things 
we talk about quite a lot is copyright issues ... is it okay just to cut and paste 
VWXIIIURPWKH:HELVLWRNMXVWWRGRZQORDGLPDJHVDQGRKQRLW¶VQRWVR\RX
NQRZLW¶VLPSRUWDQWIRUVWXGHQWVWREHDZDUHRIWKDW´ 
The model below depicts the various cognitive, knowledge and affective dimensions 
evident in the above extract from the research conversation with Academic 11. 
Academic 11 talks about ³NQRZLQJ´ about ³VRFLDO QHWZRUNLQJ VLWHV´, ³HWKLFV´ and 
³FRS\ULJKW´. On the cognitive process dimension, this is indicative of remembering 
(Remember, 1) or possibly understanding (2. Understand) this knowledge. Academic 
11 also talks about applying knowledge to cutting and pasting from the Web and 
downloading images. Hence, there is evidence of a third cognitive process category, 
applying (3. Apply). The knowledge areas spoken about are difficult to determine from 
this statement alone. However, it might be facts (A. Factual), concepts (B. Conceptual) 
or procedures (C. Procedural), but unlikely metacognition (D. Metacognitive). In the 
final part of the extract, Academic 11 refers being ³DZDUH´ of these areas as opposed to 
valuing the knowledge sufficiently to internalise it. Hence the first affective category 
Receptive (i) seems to better capture this dimension. 
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Cognitive-Affective Model Example 2 
³, VWLOO WKLQN RYHUDOO XVH RI )DFHERRN  GRPLQDWHG E\ FRQYHQWLRQV RI XVH
IDVKLRQ VRFLDO SUHVVXUH WKHUH¶V QRW WKDW PXFK IUHH DSSURSULDWLRQ E\
LQGLYLGXDOV  WKH\¶UH QRW DV PXFK LQ FRQWURO DV WKH\ VKRXOG EH 7KDW¶V WKH
FULWLFDOSDUWWKHUH¶VDOVR,VXSSRVHWKDW¶VWKHWUXO\OLWHUDWHSHUVRQVRPHRQH
ZKR¶VUHDOO\DGMXVWHGWRWKH,QWHUQHWZRXOGZKDWZRXOGWKH\GR"7KH\¶GEH
DEOH WR YLHZ ZKDW WKH\ VDZ FULWLFDOO\ VR WKH\¶UH QRW EDPERR]OHG E\ WKH
imagery because powered into their minds by the Internet so they 
XQGHUVWDQG KRZ LW ZRUNV VR WKH\ FDQ FUHDWH FRQWHQW 7KH\¶UH DFWLYH LQ
DSSURSULDWLQJ WKH WKLQJV WKH\ ZDQW DQG DOVR WKH\ WXUQ LW RII 6R WKH\¶UH QRW
DGGLFWHGWKH\¶UHLQFRQWUROWKH\¶UHFULWLFDO´ 
In the above extract Academic 03 says that ³WUXO\OLWHUDWHSHUVRQ´ is ³UHDOO\DGMXVWHGWR
WKH ,QWHUQHW´, ³QRW EDPERR]OHG E\ WKH LPDJHU\´ and ³WKH\¶UH QRW DGGLFWHG WKH\¶UH LQ
FRQWURO´. This implies that their behaviour is fully internalised (iii. Internalising). Central 
to Academic ¶V understanding is that an Internet person ³XQGHUVWDQGVKRZ it ZRUNV´ 
(2. Understand), ³DFWLYHLQDSSURSULDWLQJWKHWKLQJV´ (3. Apply), are ³FULWLFDO´ (4. Analyse 
and 5. Evaluate) and ³FDQFUHDWHFRQWHQW´ (6. Create). Implicit in this extract are all four 
knowledge categories. 
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Cognitive-Affective Model Example 3  
[Being Internet literate] is ... the capability of not only using but exploiting the 
information that is available on the Internet at every level.  And that includes 
for example being able to judge the quality of the source, this is another 
thing about our students I am sure that they there is probably in all modules 
we say this, you use the IQWHUQHW WKDW¶V ILQHEHVXUHWKDW\RXNQRZZKDW LV
the source and the source is reliable and so on, I am sure that if you ask at 
least half of the students probably more than that, they find the source on 
the Internet and they use it without even realising who has written that, if that 
is any authoritativeness at all. 
In the above extract, Academic 06 states that being Internet literate is ³WKHFDSDELOLW\RI
not only using but exploiting the information that is available on the Internet at every 
OHYHO´. The words ³FDSDELOLW\´ and ³H[SORLWLQJ´ imply more than remembering or 
understanding information found and imply the application of that information found (3. 
Apply). The phrase ³LQIRUPDWLRQ available on the Internet at every level´ could include 
all knowledge categories (A. Factual, B. Conceptual, C. Procedural and D. 
Metacognitive). In the remaining two sentences, Academic 06 talks about how students 
do not sufficiently value what they have been taught to affect their indiscriminate use of 
LQIRUPDWLRQVRXUFHV7KLVLPSOLHVWKDWVWXGHQWV¶VKRXOGVXIILFLHQWO\YDOXHZKDWWKH\KDYH
been taught that it at least affects their Internet-related behaviour (ii Affect).  
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9.6 Responsibility for developing Internet literate students 
A spectrum of attitudes existed when academics spoke about whose responsibility it 
ZDVWRGHYHORSVWXGHQWV¶,QWHUQHWOLWHUDFLHV (RQ12-2008). At one end there were those 
ZKRYLHZHGLWDVVRPHRQHHOVH¶VUHVSRQVLELOLW\7KHVH academics felt it was important 
WKDW VWXGHQWV ZHUH HGXFDWHG WR EHFRPH ,QWHUQHW OLWHUDWH EXW LW ZDV VRPHRQH HOVH¶V
responsibility to actually teach (or to have taught) students to be Internet literate. At the 
other end of the spectrum there were those that felt it was their responsibility. These 
academics felt personally committed to facilitating more Internet literate students.  
Illustrating the devolving responsibility end of the Internet literacy education spectrum, 
two approaches were expressed. There were those that felt that ³WKRVHZKRKDYHWKH
H[SHUWLVH VKRXOGEHGRLQJ WKH WHDFKLQJ´ (Academic 13), suggesting the creation of a 
dedicated, non-credited module where Internet skills should be developed. A second 
approach was expressed by two academics, who do not teach Level 1 students. They 
felt that the teaching of Internet skills was so fundamental that students should be 
Internet literate ³EHIRUH WKH\ DUULYH´ (Academic 04) or at least ³VFKools would start 
SUHSDULQJ WKHP´ (Academic 09). Nonetheless, they felt students would ³DGDSW´ during 
their first year of their degree. A second approach was the creation of a dedicated, non-
credited module where Internet skills are developed (Academic 08). At the other end of 
the Internet literacy education spectrum were felt it was their responsibility to develop 
VWXGHQWV¶,QWHUQHWOLWHUDFLHV+RZHYHUWKLVZDVH[SUHVVHGLQtwo ways. Firstly, Internet 
literacy education ZDVHYHU\RQH¶VUHVSRQVLELOLW\ and not just Internet literacy, but all the 
³OLWHUDFLHV VWXGHQWV WKDW WKH VWXGHQWV DUH JRLQJ WR QHHG´ (Academic 16). For these 
academics, Internet literacy education is a continuous process and that you ³FDQ¶WMXVW
GR LW LQRQHWDVNDQGVD\ LW¶VGRQH´ (Academic 16). Most saw scope for incorporating 
Internet skills teaching into most credited modules. However, one academic was 
concerned that this approach might boil ³GRZQ WR EHLQJ DEOH WR XVH WKH ,QWHUQHW
HIIHFWLYHO\WRVHDUFKIRUDFDGHPLFZRUN´ whereas in ³the ZRUOGRIZRUN«searching for 
DFDGHPLF VWXII LV QRW UHDOO\ WKDW UHOHYDQW´ DQG FRS\LQJ RWKHU SHRSOH¶V LGHDV LV PXFK
more common (Academic 03). A second approach was adopted by Academic 01 who 
primarily conceived of Internet literacy as online searching and felt all Internet literacy 
teaching should not be devolved to anyone who was not a practitioner:  
³[Teaching about Internet literacy is] 1RWKLQJWRGRZLWK\RXLW¶VZKDW,GR«
Because you are not practitioners, you are academics. You think about it 
and yRXPD\EHWDONDERXWLWDQG\RXPD\EHFRPPHQWDERXWLWEXW\RXGRQ¶W
JHWRXWWKHUHDQGWDONWRNLGVDERXWLW´ (Academic 01) 
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9.7 Perceptions of Internet literacy 
As stated above, the term µInternet literacy¶ was originally chosen because it 
encapsulate my research interests and not because it is in common usage within my 
school or more widely. When using this term, or when responding to my use of the 
term, academics expressed views related their underlying understanding of Internet 
literacy, of being literate, and how various literacies relate to each other (RQ11-2008). 
These are expanded in the following three sections. 
9.7.1 Internet literacy education 
When describing their understanding of being Internet literate, academics would 
sometimes give broader insights into their understanding Internet literacy and Internet 
literacy education. Literacy education was seen by some academics as ³SDUWRIKLJKHU
OHYHO VWXII´ (Academic 16) and, in relation to Internet literacy education, frequently 
included development of certain qualities (see above). A few academics framed their 
perception of ,QWHUQHW OLWHUDF\ LQ WHUPV RI GHYHORSLQJ VWXGHQWV¶ DELOLWLHV WR FULWLFDOO\
reflect on their own Internet-related behaviour and/or their understanding of Internet 
literacy. To support students, Academic 17 said my school should provide students 
with a ³FRQFeptual framework to be critical´ to ensure they were aware that much of 
what they are doing on the Internet is ³quite IDFLOH´ and that ³WKHUH LV DFWXDOO\
FRQVLGHUDEO\PRUH WR LW WKDQ WKDW´. Conversely, Academic 16 felt that Internet literacy 
involved students critically reflecting upon their Internet-related behaviour in relation to 
WKH VWXGHQWV¶ own evolving understandings of Internet literacy and not a framework 
already provided. Underlying many approaches to educating for Internet literacy were 
concerns that students were sometimes over-confident with their online skills. For 
example, Academic 14 stated whilst students often appeared comfortable with 
technologies, ³LWPLJKW OXOO WKHP LQWRD VHQVH WKDW WKH\DUHDFWXDOO\PRUHVNLOOHG WKDQ
they are´ and consequently: 
³ we should be problematising the very concept of digital literacy or 
Internet literacy with students. I think we should be inviting them to reflect 
critically on their own, on the concept of digital literacy, and on their own 
level of nature of, digital literacy.´ 
The implication here is that encouraging students to critically reflect upon their 
³FRQFHSW´ of Internet literacy enables them to become more Internet literate. The 
academic goes on to say that the product of this critical reflection is one of many 
³generic capabilities that we hope that students will be developing´. Other academics 
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also framed their conception of Internet literacy education in terms of encouraging 
students to critically reflect upon their concept of Internet literacy. For example, 
Academic 16 draws directly on research conducted supporting students becoming 
PRUH LQIRUPDWLRQ OLWHUDWH ZKHQ VWDWLQJ WKDW VWXGHQWV ³should be exploring their 
understanding´ RI ,QWHUQHW OLWHUDF\ ³what it means to them and to develop their own 
understanding of themselves´ as Internet literate people. Again, the implication here is 
that encouraging students to understand themselves as Internet literate people enables 
them to become more Internet literate. 
9.7.2 Internet literacy levels 
Some academics implied that being literate was about attaining some threshold level or 
level of proficiency. This was expressed in a variety of ways including: ³7KH\ZRXOGDW
OHDVWKDYHWKHDELOLW\WRFDUU\RXW´ (Academic  13), ³PXVWEHDEOHWRXVH´ (Academic 
11), ³RXJKW WRNQRZDERXW´ (Academic 05), ³WKH\KDYHJRW WKHEDVLFVNLOOV´ (Academic 
15), ³7KH\ DOVR KDYHQ¶W JRW WKH EDVLF´ (Academic 03), ³VHW RI EDVLF VNLOOV WKDW DUH
QHFHVVDU\´ (Academic 09), ³$W OHDVW WKH\ QHHG WR NQRZ´ (Academic 04) and ³VRUW of 
VRFLDOVNLOOV´ (Academic 16). Other academics implied various levels or stages of 
literacy as opposed to a binary literate or illiterate. One academic implied just three 
levels: illiterate, minimal and highly literate (Academic 06) and whereas another 
conceived of an ³LQILQLWH JUDGDWLRQ´ of levels that could be described like the ³VHYHQ
grades of skill in those TFPL35´ (Academic 03) Skills Toolkit. Others described being 
literate as being on a ³FRQWLQXXP´ (e.g. Academic 08) although at some point a person 
moves from being illiterate to literate. Some academics began to quantify these levels 
or grades of Internet literacy. For example, one academic described his own level of 
Internet literacy as ³´ (Academic 10) and another spelled out an extensive range of 
marks and associated criteria that a student would exhibit (Academic 01). For example, 
someone who has ³gone from 39% WR´ would be using Google Advanced search 
rather than ³VLPSOH*RRJOHVHDUFKHV´. 
For some academics, achieving a minimum level of literacy was considered relatively 
trivial. For example, Academic 06 who perceived being Internet literate largely in terms 
of finding information, said that ³LW¶VYHU\UDUHO\\RXKDYHWRXVH\RXUEUDLQWREHDEOHWR
find what you are looking for´. Academic 07, who expressed being Internet literate on a 
                                               
35 7)3//WGLVDQLQIRUPDWLRQDQGOLEUDULDQVKLSUHFUXLWPHQWDQGWUDLQLQJFRPSDQ\ZKRGHYLVHGD³6NLOOV
7RRONLW´LQconsisting of various levels (see http://www.tfpl.com/skills development/skills 
competencies.cfm) 
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0 to 10 scale, noted that there was not ³a great big difference between 0 and 10 in all 
KRQHVW\ \RX NQRZ´. Another academic claimed that most people can achieve basic 
levels of Internet literacy but higher literacy levels are relative to the ³VHUYLFHV´utilised 
(Academic 05). 5HJDUGLQJWKHµEDVLFOHYHOV¶RI,QWHUQHWOLWHUDF\Academic 05 claimed ³,
FDQ¶WWKLQNRIDQ\ERG\LQP\IDPLO\DSDUWIURPP\IDWKHUZKRLVQ¶W,QWHUQHWOLWHUDWH´.  
9.7.3 Internet literacy¶V relationship with information literacy 
During the research conversations many academics compared Internet literacy to other 
literacies including computer literacy (Academic 15), digital literacy (Academic 16) and 
Web literacy (Academic 11). However, within a school that promotes information 
literacy, it is maybe not surprising that the most common comparison was between 
information literacy and Internet literacy. Many academics implied, and several 
explicitly stated, that Internet literacy and information literacy were complementary. In 
WKH IROORZLQJ H[WUDFW $FDGHPLF ¶V research interest in information behaviour and 
information literacy is used to frame conceptions of both literacies and the relationship 
between them: 
³,ZRXOGLPDJLQHWKH\,WKLQNWKH\DUHFRPSOHPHQWDU\DQGRYHU-lapping, but I 
would see the information literacy being an understanding the nature of the 
information content, the meaning as being, meaning of the content flowing 
through some of these tools is fundamental. Whereas in Internet literacy I 
think, understanding more about the tools themselves, and obviously that 
FDQ¶WEHGLYRUFHGIURPZKDW\RXDUHWU\LQJWRGRZLWKWKHWRROVEXWLWVHHPVWR
PHLQ,QWHUQHWOLWHUDF\«WKHIRFXVLVRQWKHWRROVDQG in, and to understand 
WKHWRROV\RXQHHGWRXQGHUVWDQGZKDW\RXDUHGRLQJZLWKWKHPDQGZK\´ 
For others, Internet literacy was seen as enabling information literacy. For example, 
VRPHRQH¶Vinformation literacy would be ³ODFNLQJ´ if they were not Internet literate since 
they would not ³EH JRLQJ WR WKH:HE WR JHWPRUH XS-to-GDWH LQIRUPDWLRQ´ (Academic 
10). Conversely, other academics LPSOLHG WKDW VRPHRQH¶V ,QWHUQHW OLWHUDF\ ZRXOG
reduced if they were not information literate since someone who was information 
literate would ³FRQVLGHU RWKHU VRXUFHV RI LQIRUPDWLRQ WKDW DUH QRW GLJLWDO DW DOO´ 
(Academic 06). Academic 10 pondered whether there might now be an ³LQYHUVH
UHODWLRQVKLS´ between Internet literacy and information literacy, the former promoting a 
³VXSHUILcial multi-SURFHVVLQJ RI LQIRUPDWLRQ DW D IDLUO\ SURFHGXUDO OHYHO´ and the latter 
being more critical and ³WKLQNLQJPRUHVORZO\DERXW LQIRUPDWLRQ´. The complementary 
relationship between Internet literacy and information literacy was conceived by some 
academics as two overlapping sets, one representing information literacy and the other 
representing Internet literacy: the non-overlapping information literacy part ³LQFOXGLQJ
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SK\VLFDOPHGLDDQGJRLQJ WR OLEUDULHV´ (Academic 08), and the ³HWKLFVRI LQIRUPDWLRQ´ 
and ³WKH FXOWXUDO YDOXH RI LQIRUPDWLRQ´ (Academic 16); the non-overlapping Internet 
literate bit including the ³DELOLW\WRXVHWKHVHYDULRXVVRUWRIQHWZRUNWRROVOLNHH-mail or 
ZHE EURZVHUV´ (Academic 08) and being more amenable to ³GLDJQRVWLF WHVWLQJ´ of 
³EDVHOLQH WHFKQLFDO FRPSHWHQFH´ (Academic 16). However, those academics that 
tended to perceive being Internet literate in terms of finding information, implied that 
Internet literacy was a subset of information literacy, as opposed to two overlapping 
sets. For example, Academic 01 said someone who was information literate was ³PRUH
DEOH´ than someone who was Internet literate since they could refine an online search 
that starts with ³PLOOLRQKLWVRQDVLPSOH*RRJOHIRUJOREDOZDUPLQJDQGyou can end 
XSORRNLQJDW´ (Academic 01). 
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9.8 $FDGHPLFV¶ understandings of undergraduateV¶Internet-
related abilities and practices 
A key aspect of the research conversations with academics was to explore their 
understandings of XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶Internet-related abilities and practices (RQ9-2008). 
9.8.1 8QGHUJUDGXDWHV¶LQIRUPDODQGDFDGHPLFXVHVRIWKH,QWHUQHW 
Many academics UHIHUUHG WR VWXGHQWV¶ DELOLWLHV to use the Internet for everyday 
purposes and their lack of abilities to satisfy their more academic information needs. 
This disparity was typified when Academic 03 referred to VWXGHQWV¶ ³DGHSW´ behaviour 
when using the Internet for their own ³VRFLDOSXUSRVHV´ like ³ILQGLQJRXW the cheapest 
download of a bit of music, they would beat you every tLPH´ and contrasted this with 
their generally ³LQHSW´ behaviour when using the Internet for ³PRUHVHULRXVXVHV´ of the 
Internet like applying for jobs, communicating with academics online and searching for 
information.  
9.8.2 8QGHUJUDGXDWHV¶VHDUFKLQJDELOities 
$FDGHPLFVZHUHJHQHUDOO\FULWLFDORIXQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶abilities to search for academic-
related information online. It was described as ³9HU\ VXSHUILFLDO´ (Academic 06), ³QRW
YHU\GHYHORSHG´ (Academic 09). Feelings ranged from frustration (³WKH\GRQ¶Wseem to 
DFWXDOO\EHDEOHWRVHDUFKYHU\HIIHFWLYHO\DQGZH¶UHVWLOOIDLOLQJWRWHDFKWKHPPXFK´ - 
academic 03) and surprise ³, DP YHU\ VWUXFN E\ DOO WKH VWXGHQWV WKH\ GRQ¶W KDYH D
very, they are not great at searching for information, they are not very good at striving 
WRILQGDVPXFKDVWKH\SRVVLEO\FDQ´ - academic 08) to occasionally acceptance (³KH¶V
REYLRXVO\ UHDOO\ VWUXJJOLQJ ZLWK MXVW EDVLFDOO\ VHDUFK VNLOOV « +H FDPH WR PH LQ WKH
VHFRQG \HDU ZLWK SUREOHPV DQG VWLOO KDG LW LQ WKH WKLUG \HDU , FDQ¶W UHDOO\ IL[ WKDW´ - 
academic 03) and sympathy (³RYHUVHDVVWXGHQWV [find it] extra difficult «WKH\ have a 
language barrier «WKH\KDYHQRWHnough adequate language or vocabulary to search 
WKHWHUP´ ± academic 04). Other academics were slightly disparaging, referring to how 
students ³UDWKHUFUXGHO\«WDSSLQJ LQVRPHWKLQJRQ*RRJOH´ (Academic 02) and how 
VWXGHQWV¶ ³SHUFHSWLRQ RI ILQGLQJ LQIRUPDWLRQ LV [only] XVLQJ *RRJOH´ (Academic 13). 
However, two academics both speculated that students are bringing their well-honed 
searching strategies to the University setting and failing. For one, these strategies have 
previously fulfilled their searching needs because of the vast amounts of money used 
to ensure the search engine Google fulfils most everyday searching demands, however 
there is ³DGDQJHURISHRSOHFRPLQJFUDVKLQJGRZQDQGGLVFRYHULQJWKDWVHDUFKLQJFDQ
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EHTXLWHKDUG´ when they start looking ³IRUWRSLFVWKDWDUHOHVVZHOOWURG´ and ³WKHNLQGV
RIWDVNVWKDWZHVHWWKHP´ (Academic 08). However, not all academics felt so negative 
DERXW VWXGHQWV¶ DELOLWLHV WR VHDUFK IRU LQIRUPDWLRQ 2QH DFDGHPLF felt that being an 
information school our students are able to search ³D ORWPRUHHIIHFWLYHO\WKDQPD\EH
WKH\GRLQRWKHUGHSDUWPHQWV´ that do not have this underlying ethos (Academic 12) and 
DQRWKHU DGPLWWHG WKDW GHVSLWH KLV UHVHUYDWLRQV DERXW VWXGHQWV¶ DELOLWLHV WR VHDUFK IRU
academic information, ³WKH\WHQGWRZULWHUHDOO\UHDOO\JRRGGLVVHUWDWLRQV«VRPHKRZ
they pull it all together E\WKHWKLUG\HDU´ (Academic 03).  
9.8.3 Uncertainty about underJUDGXDWHV¶LQIRUPDO,QWHUQHWSUDFWLFHV 
Whilst academics KHOG YLHZV DERXW VWXGHQWV¶ HYHU\GD\ DQG DFDGHPLF ,QWHUQHW
literacies, there was much uncertainty about what students actually used the Internet 
for. Phrases like ³WKH\ SUREDEO\ «´, ³WKH\ PLJKW NQRZ «´ ³WKH\ PD\ GR «´ and ³,
guess «´ ZHUH FRPPRQ 2QH DFDGHPLF¶V FRPPHQW FKDUDFWHULVHG PDQ\ academics 
thoughts: ³GRQ¶W NQRZ WKDWPXFKDERXWZKDW Whey do, I suspect they use the Internet 
very differently from me´ (Academic 08). Uses suggested include online shopping 
(Academic 15), gaming (Academic 02), Second Life (Academic 02), downloading music 
(Academic 07), ³DUH ORRNLQJ DW XQGHVLUDEOHV´ (Academic 07), instant messaging 
(Academic 08) and even undertaking paid work (Academic 16). Most commonly, 
academics suggested that students use the Internet for socialising, particularly via 
VRFLDO QHWZRUNLQJ VLWHV OLNH )DFHERRN 6WXGHQWV¶ ,QWHUQHW OLWHUDFLHV ZLWKLQ )DFHERRN
drew some criticism with one academic stating that ³WKH\¶UHQRWDVPXch in control as 
WKH\VKRXOGEH´ (Academic 03) and another feeling that students think ³DOHFWXUHURIDQ\
NLQGLVDXWRPDWLFDOO\IRUELGGHQIURPDFFHVVLQJ´ Facebook (Academic 17). 
9.8.4 Generational Internet divides 
Academics sometimes LPSOLHG WKDW VWXGHQWV¶ UHODWLRQVKLS ZLWK WKH ,QWHUQHW ZDV
fundamentally different than their own, and that these differences might be 
generational. For example, one academic described students as ³nDWLYHV´ comfortable 
interacting online, unlike herself who preferred ³D ORW RI WH[W KDUG FRS\ DQG SDSHU´ 
(Academic 02) and another caricatured the Internet for students ³«DVWKHQDWXUDOZD\
WRJRIRUWKLQJV«WKH\DUHOLYLQJLQWKH,QWHUQHWLQDZD\WKDW\RXNQRZZHZRXOGQ¶W«
that is that geQHUDWLRQ´ (Academic 17). The idea that differences in Internet behaviour 
might be due to differences in exposure to the Internet was sometime evident. For 
example, one academic defended VWXGHQWV¶ DELOLWLHV SDUWLFXODUO\ ZKHQ VHDUFKLQJ IRU
information, ³%HFause those kids grow up with Internet nowadays so, they are probably 
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very good, probably better than [member of information retrieval academics] for 
H[DPSOH SUREDEO\ EHWWHU WKDQ PH´ (Academic 04). Others cautioned against making 
VZHHSLQJJHQHUDWLRQDOVWDWHPHQWVDERXWVWXGHQWV¶ ,QWHUQHWDELOLWLHVVLQFH ³HYHQ LI WKH
VWXGHQWVDUHWKHVDPHDJHLWGRHVQ¶WPHDQWKDWZHDUHRIWhe same generation in terms 
of Internet´VLQFH students have ³different experiences with the Internet and they have 
DFTXLUHGGLIIHUHQWOHYHOVRIOLWHUDF\´ (Academic 09). However, even the academics who 
stated a more cautionary note conceded that there might be generational differences 
between XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶ uses of the Internet and their own. For example, Academic 
16 who had just cautioned against making sweeping generalisations DERXW VWXGHQWV¶
use of the Internet, then stated that the Internet was sufficiently integrated into 
VWXGHQWV¶OLYHVWKDW³WKH\SUREDEO\IRUIOLUWLQJWKH\DUHSUREDbly using it for breaking up 
ZLWK WKHLU ER\IULHQGV´. Others made comparisons between the amounts of time 
undergraduates and academics spend on e-mail (Academic 08) and social networking 
sites (Academic 11).  
9.9 Issues related to the terminology used 
The research conversation questions were predominantly framed around the term, 
µ,QWHUQHWOLWHUDWH¶ DQGZKLOVWWKHUHZDVPXFKYDULDWLRQLQDFDGHPLFV¶UHVSRQVHVPDQ\
comments coincided with conceptions of information literacy promoted in my school. 
Had the resHDUFK FRQYHUVDWLRQ TXHVWLRQV RPLWWHG WKH WHUP µOLWHUDWH¶ WKH UHVSRQVHV
might have been different. It is possible that the term delimited academics responses 
and the conversations were, initially at least, overly influenced by their conceptions of 
information literacy. Ironically, the rationale for including WKH WHUP µ,QWHUQHW OLWHUDWH¶ LQ
the research conversations questions was to give academic opportunities to respond 
the full range of cognitive and affective descriptors. For example, I could have asked 
TXHVWLRQV OLNH µ:KDW VNLOOV DQG NQRZOHGJH GR VWXGHQWV QHHG WR XVH WKH ,QWHUQHW"¶ 
However, a question like this might have delimited potential responses to just skills and 
knowledge, whereas the question, µHow might you describe someone who is Internet 
literate?¶was meant to elicit a rich set of responses. In hindsight, other questions could 
KDYHEHHQDVNHG WKDWPLJKW QRW KDYHGHOLPLWHGDFDGHPLFV¶ UHVSRQVHVDQGQRW EHHQ
dependent of their understandings of tKH WHUPV µLQIRUPDWLRQ OLWHUDWH¶ For example, µ,I
you were planning a module to prepare students to use the Internet, what might it 
FRQWDLQ"¶ 7RFRQFOXGH , IHHO WKHXVHRI WKH WHUP µ,QWHUQHW OLWHUDWH¶PD\KDYHGLUHFWHG
DFDGHPLFV¶UHVSRQVHVWRZDUGVWKHEHJLQQLQJRIWKHUHVHDUFKFRQYHUVDWLRQV+RZHYHU 
with the exception of Academic 01 who maintained an information literacy centric 
stance through-out the conversation, I feel the remaining academics eventually 
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expressed their current understandings of what it means to be Internet literate in the 
remainder of the conversation. 
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Chapter 10: Undergraduate information analysis 
The aim of this chapter is to H[SORUH XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶ SHUFHSWLRQV RI EHLQJ ,QWHUQHW
literate, Internet literacy education and their Internet-related practices (research aim: 
A1-2011) and develop theoretical models and/or typologies that describe and explain 
the findings (research objective: O1-2008). The analysis of the information collected is 
presented in two main parts. The first part presents the analysis of the Level 1 focus 
groups and research conversations. These have been combined since they were linked 
methodologically (the tentative analysis of the focus groups informed the questions 
asked during the undergraduate research conversations), they both explore the same 
research questions (RQ1-2008 to RQ6-2008 and RQ13-2008), and they were both 
conducted within a relatively short time of each other. The second part presents the 
analysis of the Level 3 research conversations. These took place around 31 months 
after the Level 1 focus groups, and were based on the analysis conducted during 2010. 
In addition, the research conversations addressed additional research questions (RQ1-
2011 to RQ5-2011). Hence, the analysis of the Level 3 research conversations is 
presented separately, although comparisons are made with the Level 1 analysis to 
address RQ4-2011. 
10.1 Level 1 focus groups and research conversations 
This section analyses the focus groups and research conversations held with the Level 
1 students. The following table links the sub-sections to the main research questions 
addressed. Whilst the Level 1 focus groups and research conversations were 
conducted to address RQ1-2008 to RQ6-2008 and RQ13-2008, the analysis took place 
around 18 months later, when research questions RQ1-2011 to RQ6-2011 were 
evolving. Hence, this section also addresses these research questions. 
Sub-section Main Research questions addressed 
Becoming Internet literate RQ5-2008, RQ6-2008, RQ2-2011 
Perceptions of the Internet RQ2-2008 
Confidence RQ4-2008 
Internet use RQ1-2008, RQ2-2008, RQ1-2011 
Generational differences RQ5-2011 
Facebook RQ1-2008, RQ2-2008, RQ1-2011 
Perceptions of being Internet literate RQ3-2008 
This section begins with an analysis of how students felt they have acquired their 
Internet-related skills and understandings, concluding that most students felt they 
taught themselves when needs arose as opposed to feeling they have been previously 
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taught. Implicit in the statements made by students was a view of the Internet as a vast 
information resource or a collection of Web pages. During the next section, these and 
other views are explored including how students tend to be almost idealistic in terms of 
the affordances they felt the Internet might offer and its capability to satisfy their 
LQIRUPDWLRQ QHHGV 7KH ODWWHU WHQGHG WR FHQWUDOLVH DURXQG VWXGHQWV¶ HDVH DW ILQGLQJ
information using search engine Google. During the focus groups and interviews most 
students expressed a high level self-efficacy regarding their Internet-related abilities, 
particularly when satisfying their own information-related needs. These attitudes are 
explored during the next section along with the views of a not so confident and less-
vocal minority. In addition to appearing confident, students gave the impression that the 
Internet was fully integrated into their daily lives. This is explored in the next section, 
along with the observation that the range of Internet-related technologies used by 
students appeared narrow. The next section highlights the many statements made by 
students relating to their perception of generational differences. Paraphrasing their 
views, because students are younger they learn quicker, and because they have 
³JURZQXS´ with the Internet, they must be more experienced than the older generation 
who tend to be more cautious and less likely to play. Of the few Internet-related 
technologies cited by students, it was Facebook that dominated. To represent the 
considerable dialogue related to Facebook, a separate section has been included. 
Students devote considerable energy to maintaining their Facebook presence, 
describing how distracting they felt it was, some even describing Facebook as an 
addiction. Social pressure appears to be the main reason for this perceived excessive 
use and also the initial reason for starting to use it. Many students gave the impression 
that Facebook satisfied various social and digital needs in one convenient location. The 
final section focuses RQVWXGHQWV¶ LPSOLFLWXQGHUVWDQGLQJRI ,QWHUQHW OLWHUDF\6WXGHQWV
perceived a minimum set of basic skills and understandings necessary to use the 
Internet. With these basics students felt you could then teach yourself to become 
Internet literate. Students also described those that were more Internet literate as being 
more efficient and successful at using the computer and Internet to achieve online 
tasks.  
10.1.1 Becoming Internet literate 
During both the focus groups and follow-up one-to-one research conversations 
students were asked about how they acquired their Internet-related skills and 
understandings. A few students seemed surprised that they could not recollect: ³LWMXVW
GHYHORSHGLW¶VZHLUG,GRQ¶WNQRZKRZ,OHDUQWLW´ (Student A) whereas some others 
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felt it was instinctive: ³\RX GR LW LQYROXQWDU\ NLQG RI  \RX MXVW LQVWLQFWLYHO\ JHW LW´ 
(Student W) or something natural: ³LW¶V MXVWQDWXUDO MXVWQDWXUDOO\VRUWRIDOPRVWWHDFK
\RXUVHOI´ (Focus Group C). The feeling that students had taught themselves was 
evident in many of the research conversations. Few students attributed their Internet-
related understanding and skills to specific individuals or formal education. Most 
students felt they had learnt by picking it up: ³\RXMXVWSLFNXS what you need to know´ 
(Focus Group C); experimenting: ³WU\ LWDQ\ZD\DQGVHHZKDWKDSSHQV´ (Student G); 
using trial and error: ³UDQGRP FOLFNLQJ RQ WKH WKLQJ PD\EHKHOS PD\EH KHOS SDJHV´ 
(Student F); playing (Focus Group C) or more purposeful techniques: ³RIJHt down to it 
\RXUVHOIDQGILJXUHRXW\RXUEHVWZD\RIGRLQJLWIRU\RXUVHOI´ (Student M). When probed 
further, students did refer to other potential sources of Internet-related learning, 
particularly the schools and colleges they had attended. However, these references 
were frequently not positive and sometimes even disparaging: ³WKH\GLGQ¶WWHDFKPXFK
WKDW , FDQ UHPHPEHU´ (Student A). Students referred being taught about ³ZKDW¶V LQ D
3&´ not ³KRZ WRXVHD3&´ (Focus Group C), ³GRQ¶W FRS\ MXVW DERXWSODJLDULVP´ not 
³KRZ WR DFWXDOO\ XVH WKH LQIRUPDWLRQ´ (Student U) and ³just ... JR RQWR WKLV VLWH´ not 
³ZKDW WR NLQG RI GR RQ WKH ,QWHUQHW DV D ZKROH´ (Focus Group A). However, some 
students were more complementary about their formal education saying that it had 
them the ³EDVLFV´ (Student C), it was ³JRRG´ (Focus Group A) or it was ³XVHIXO´ (Focus 
Group D) and one student who had previously VWXGLHGµ$¶ level ICT stating, ³0\VNLOOV
ZHUHGHYHORSHGTXLWHDELW«VRLW¶VOLNHZHOHDUQDZKROHORWPRUHDERXWWKH,QWHUQHW
how to search better, using advanced searched, just websites and stuff like that. I think 
,DPTXLWHDGYDQFHGRQWKH,QWHUQHW´ (Focus Group C). Underlying these conversations 
was what might be described as a satisficing attitude towards online learning. Many 
students appeared reasonably content with their level of Internet skills for the purposes 
that they used the Internet for and would only learn new skills when required. As one 
candid Focus Group B member said, ³7KHUHLVno need for what I want on the Internet 
WR EH DQ\ EHWWHU´ and another Focus Group C member said ³, GRQ¶W VR PXFK SXVK
P\VHOIRQLWDORW,GRQ¶WSOD\DERXWDORWDQ\PRUH´.  
10.1.2 Perceptions of the Internet 
7KHUHVHDUFKFRQYHUVDWLRQVDQGIRFXVJURXSVGLGQRWH[SORUHVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJV
of the term Internet per se, but sufficient was said to indicate that they might hold Web 
and information centric conceptions that are at odds with the broader definitions 
referred to in the literature. For example, one student described the Internet solely in 
terms of what can be accessed ³DVVRRQDV\RXFOLFNRQ,QWHUQHW E[SORUHU´ (Student N). 
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For others ³WKH ,QWHUQHW LVDJLDQW UHVRXUFHFHQWUH´ (Student W) and the Internet was 
³ZHEVLWHV WKDWVXSSO\ LQIRUPDWLRQ IRU OLNHFRXUVHZRUNRU MXVWJHQHUDO WKLQJVKROLGD\V
RU ORRNLQJ IRU SURGXFWV WR EX\´ (Student H). These Web and information centric 
conceptions of the term Internet were also prevalent in much of their general 
discussion about the Internet.  
The students interviewed also tended to hold idealistic conceptions of the Internet in 
terms of what can be achieved (for example, student B said ³7KHRQO\WKLQJV,SUREDEO\
GRQ¶WXVHWKH,QWHUQHWIRULV,GRQ¶WWKLQN,FDQHYHQQDPHRQHWREHKRQHVW´), the extent 
of resources on the Internet (for example, student M said ³LW¶V MXVWJRWHYHU\WKLQJ WKH
,QWHUQHWWREHKRQHVWLI,QHHGVRPHWKLQJ,MXVWJRRQOLQH´), the efficiency of using the 
Internet (for example, student V said ³,WZRXOGEHSUREDEO\EHHDVLHUWRuse the Internet 
IRUHYHU\WKLQJ´), the quality of information and communication technologies found (for 
example, student J said ³WKH EHVW VRXUFH WR ILQG \RXU LQIRUPDWLRQ RU WR interact with 
RWKHU SHRSOH´), its ability to satisfy information needs (for example, student H said ³,
XVXDOO\ILQGZKDW,ZDQW´) and the extent to which information resources are becoming 
Web-based (for example student G said ³(YHU\WKLQJKDVEHFRPe Internet-based «you 
FDQVHDUFKIRUDQ\WKLQJ´). Only a few students held less idealised conceptions of the 
Internet: one student appeared to be aware of the scope of the Internet, whilst also 
recognising that information could be obtained elsewhere: 
³I think you could get, 90% of stuff that you needed off the Internet, be it 
shopping, be it resources. I mean there obviously is no substitute for going 
into the library and having a physical copy of a book but even then, you can 
get, you can get quite a lot of the text on-OLQHDQG,ZRXOGQ¶WVD\GR,JRWRLW
for everything´  
(Student I) 
... and another student said that the Internet was ³WKHILUVWSRLQWZKHUHSHRSOHZLOOJRWR
look for information´but they then might look ³HOVHZKHUHDIWHUZDUGV LI WKH\FDQ¶W ILQG
ZKDWWKH\DUHORRNLQJIRU´ (Student H). 
For most students interviewed, searching for information and using Google were 
almost synonymous. For example, one student said ³HYHQ,FDQ¶WVROYHWKHSUREOHP,
can Google it, how can I solve it and the answer appeDUV´ (Student O). All students 
appeared to recognise that Google was a tool to search the Web as opposed to 
actually containing the information, although one student may have held this view 
saying ³\RX WKLQN RI DQ\WKLQJ RQ WKH ,QWHUQHW you think Google´ (Student D). Most 
students gave the impression that they did not struggle to find information using Google 
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with one saying ³, JR VWUDLJKW WR *RRJOH DQG WKHQ , ZRXOG VHDUFK IRU H[DFWO\ ZKDW ,
ZDQW´ (Student B) and that finding information was almost mechanistic: 
³, WKLQN LW¶V OLNHYHU\QDWXUDO6D\\RXJRRQ WKH ,QWHUQHWDQG LI \RXZDQW WR
ILQGLQIRUPDWLRQLW¶VUHDOO\HDV\\RXMXVWW\SHLQWKH*RRJOHER[DQG\RXILQG
\RXULQIRUPDWLRQ´ 
(Student U) 
Only one student, maybe recalling recent Information Management studies, explicitly 
stated that Google had limitations: ³\RX FDQ¶W ILQG HYHU\WKLQJ RQ *RRJOH HVSHFLDOO\
ZKHQZHDUHORRNLQJIRUUHVHDUFKSDSHUV´ (Student R). 
10.1.3 Self-efficacy 
After conducting the focus groups, the overwhelming impression was that students 
were highly confident with their Internet-related abilities, particularly to satisfy their own 
information-related needs. This impression was reinforced after conducting the one-to-
one research conversations, although also revealed a minority of students who did not 
expose their lack of confidence during the focus groups. 
Many students maintained high self-efficacy levels during the research conversations 
and focus groups. For example, one student in Focus Group C felt their Internet-related 
abilities were high because the student had ³QHYHUVHHQDQ\RQHZKR ,KDYH WKRXJKW
wow, you know what I mean, they can do this and they can do that, and I have no idea 
KRZ\RXGRLW´ and another was almost condescending of those that are ³VXVSLFLRXVRI
absolutely HYHU\WKLQJ´ on the Internet and felt it was ³D MRNH´ to be asked by the 
University¶V:HE-based virtual learning environment if the student wanted to run Java, 
concluding that ³\RX DUH MXVW KDYLQJ WR FDWHU IRU WKH GLIIHUHQW OHYHOV RI DELOLW\ RQ WKH
Internet´ (Student I). This student did not appear to understand that disabling Java 
running in a browser is a standard security measure. Only a few of the University¶V
Web-EDVHGYLUWXDOOHDUQLQJHQYLURQPHQW¶VWRROVZRXOGQRWZRUNLI-DYDLVGLVDEOHG 
Students sometimes justified their high self-efficacy levels in terms of being able to 
overcome problems faced (for example, student L said ³, IHHO DV WKRXJK , FRXOG
overcome tasks if they did cause problems and I would feel as though I would be able 
WR UHVROYH WKHP´), the ease in which they could learn to operate new software (for 
example, student D said ³, FDQ TXLWH JHQHUDOO\ SLFN WKH JLVW RI WKH SURJUDPPH XS
ZLWKRXW WRR PXFK HIIRUW GHSHQGLQJ RQ KRZ FRPSOH[ LW LV REYLRXVO\´) and how 
³FRPIRUWDEOH´ they are at getting ³RQ ZLWK WKLQJV´ (Student H). However, more 
commonly students would state that using the Internet was ³QDWXUDO´ with one student 
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saying, ³,GRPRVWWKLQJVRQWKH,QWHUQHWVRQRWKLQJQRZDGD\V,GRE\SHQDQGSDSHU
LW¶VEHFRPLQJILUVWQDWXUHWRPH´ (Student G) or they no longer needed any conscious 
effort to use the Internet, for example you ³GRQ¶WKDYHWRUHDOO\VRUWRIWKLQNDERXWZKDW
you are doing ... sort of flow with it really ... you just do it without even thinking about it 
UHDOO\´ (Student D). Being able to use the Internet in a ³QDWXUDO´ way may have had a 
variety of meanings, although only a few were stated. For several students it was about 
efficiently navigating websites (for example, student K said that someone who was 
Internet literate ³ZRXld just be able to fluently flick around pages and they would be 
able to find something quite easily´). For some students it included being able to scan a 
Web page to quickly identify key points. For example, one student said, ³ZKHQ,DPRQ
a computer I click past things without actually looking at the entire page because you 
VRUW RI NQRZ ZKDW LV FRPLQJ´ (Student D). For other students it was about knowing 
where to look on an online application to perform some task. For example, one student 
said ³LI , ZDQWHd to block someone from Facebook, at first I would go to settings 
because I would assume it would be under that ... from just experience of using´ that 
W\SH RI DSSOLFDWLRQ 6WXGHQW , ³Experience´ ZDV XVHG E\ VHYHUDO VWXGHQWV WRTXDOLI\
when it became ³QDWXUDO´ to use the Internet. For example a few students stated that it 
was natural only after a certain age with one student stating ³SUREDEO\, 14 it just 
EHFRPHVFRPSOHWHO\QDWXUDO´ (Student A) or ³LW¶VQRWQDWXUDODV LQVRPHWKLQJ\RXDUH
born with, LW¶VQDWXUDOLQWKHVHQVHWKDWRQFH\RXKDYHJRWWKHEDVLFNLQGRIFRPSRQHQWV
WR JHW RQWR WKH ,QWHUQHW´ (Student I). Experience was also used to justify why some 
students felt they confident using the Internet. For example one student said ³, IHHO
pretty cRQILGHQW\HV,PHDQ,KDYHXVHGLWIRUDORQJWLPHQRZ´(Student E) and ³,XVH
WKH,QWHUQHWHYHU\GD\VR,IHHOSUHWW\FRQILGHQWZLWKLW´ (Student S). 
6WXGHQWV¶ high self-efficacy levels were particularly evident when they spoke of their 
online searching skills. Several students pronounced that they could find the answer to 
any question via the Internet. For example, one student said ³LI \RX DVN PH DQ\
TXHVWLRQ \RX ZDQW PH WR DQVZHU LW WKURXJK EURZVLQJ , FRXOG DQVZHU WKH TXHVWLRQ´ 
(Student R) and another felt their confidence searching for information was not special 
and applied to anyone in their generation, concluding that ³, GRQ¶W NQRZDQ\RQH WKDW
FDQ¶W XVH LW RU KDVQ¶W EHHQ DEOH WR ILQG ZKDW WKH\ ZDQW RQ LW´ (Student B). Some 
students explained why they found it easy searching for information with one student 
citing years of experience ³EHLQJERUHGDQGWUDZOLQJWKURXJKZHEVLWHVRUILQGLQJXVHIXO
OLQNV´ (Student W) meant the student had memorised ³JRRG´ Internet sites that could 
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recommend to others and another student intuitively knew ³ZKDWZRUGVRUSKUDVHVWR
XVH´ when ³ZDQWLQJWRORRNVRPHWKLQJXSRQWKH,QWHUQHW´ (Student H).  
Whilst many students gave the impression that they were confident or even highly 
confident using the Internet, there were several students who expressed lower self-
efficacy levels with respect to online situations. For example one student said, ³,WKLQN
in the areas that I do tend to participate in I feel very confident ... it just depends on my 
own personal strengths, places wKHUH , QRUPDOO\ VSHQG D ELW RI WLPH´ (Student Q). 
Others felt they lacked knowledge of particular areas. For example, one student who 
had a ³JRRGNQRZOHGJHRIWKH,QWHUQHW´ also did not ³NQRZWKDWPXFKDERXWWKHVLWHVLQ
JHQHUDO OLNH KRZ WR PDNH WKHP´ (Student E) and a Focus Group A member spoke 
about being ³Iairly good´ on the Internet but ³viruses and things I am not particularly 
EULOOLDQWZLWK´. One semester into their degree, there was also an indication that some 
students felt their studies were challenging their online confidence: ³DVZHDUHJRLQJ
through university we will find that there are things that we ... are not so sure, that is 
when you are not as´FRQILGHQWDOWKRXJKRQHVWXGHQWIHOWVWXGLHVKDGJLYHQWKHVWXGHQW
more confidence and cited how ³SHRSOH´ now say ³KRZGLG\RXILQGWKDWLQIRUPDWLRQ[so] 
TXLFNO\"´ (Student U). 
Amongst the largely confident online cohort were a minority of students who during the 
one-to-one research conversations felt able to express their lack of confidence using 
the Internet. One of these students said ³VRPHWLPHV,DPDVKDPHGWKDW ,GRQ¶WNQRZ
VRPHRIWKHWKLQJV´ related to the Internet, ³WKHUHDUHVRPDQ\WKLQJV,VWLOOGRQ¶WNQRZ
DERXW´ and ³YHU\ RIWHQ FDQ¶W GR VRPH RI WKH WKLQJV DQG , DVN P\ SHHUV DQG XVXDOO\
fULHQGV DQG WKH\ H[SODLQ LW´ (Student P). The other student described a ³really 
HPEDUUDVVLQJ VWRU\´ that they did not ³QRUPDOO\ WHOO SHRSOH´ (Student J). Due to this 
VWXGHQW¶VHGXFDWLRQWKH\KDGQRH[SHULHQFHRIWKH,QWHUQHW7KHVWXGHQWFKDQJHGWRD
schooOZKHUHWKHVWXGHQW¶VIULHQGVXVHGWKH,QWHUQHWUHJXODUO\7KLVVWXGHQWFLWHGWKHLU
embarrassment of not knowing about Google saying ³,ZDVDFWXDOO\VKRFNHGWKDWWKHUH
ZDVVXFKDELJWKLQJ,ZDVVKRFNHGWKDW,GLGQ¶WDFWXDOO\NQRZDERXWLWXQWLO,ZDV in 
<HDURUVRPHWKLQJ,ZDVUHDOO\HPEDUUDVVHGDERXWWKDW´. These low self-efficacy 
levels were not apparent during the focus groups, maybe because they feared ridicule 
if they exposed to others their perception of their inabilities. 
10.1.4 Internet use 
6WXGHQWV¶XVHRIWKH,QWHUQHWZDVH[SORUHGGXULQJWKHUHVHDUFKFRQYHUVDWLRQVDQGIRFXV
groups. Many students gave the overwhelming impression that the Internet was fully 
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integrated into their daily lives, with some students stating ³LW¶V MXVWEHFRPHQRt even 
MXVW D ZD\ RI OLIH LW¶V EHFRPH D QHFHVVLW\ QRZ LQ RXU OLYHV´ (Focus Group B) and 
³anything that pops in my mind ... ,MXVWJRDQGVHDUFKWKH,QWHUQHWDQGILQGLWLW¶VUHDOO\
D ELJ SDUW RI P\ OLIH´ (Focus Group A). Several students said that they routinely 
arranged Internet access much of the day: ³:HOO\RXWXUQLWRQZKHQ\RXZDNHXSDQG
\RXWXUQ LWRIIZKHQ\RXJRWRVOHHSPRUHRU OHVV´ (Focus Group D) and many more 
said that they sometimes spent a considerable amounts of time on the Internet. For 
example, one student said ³,VSHQGPRUHWKDQKRXUVOHWVVD\PRUHWKDQKRXUVD
day on the Internet´ (Student R). For some students the Internet had become almost an 
addiction with one student saying ³1RZLW¶VDQDGGLFWLRQWKH,QWHUQHWLQJHQHUDOLVDQ
DGGLFWLRQ<RXNQRZEHFDXVHHYHU\GD\\RXJRRQWKH,QWHUQHWPRUHRUOHVV´ (Student 
P). In contrast, some students had concerns about excessive use of the Internet, 
although these concerns did not necessarily translate into less Internet activity. For 
example, one avid Internet user was ³FRQFHUQHG´ that people ³QHHG VRPH VRUW RI
LQWHUDFWLRQ WR JR RXW WKHUH´ (Student Q) and enthusiastic Facebook user felt it was 
³EHWWHU WR FRPPXQLFDWH LQSHUVRQQRW RQ WKH ,QWHUQHW EHFDXVH , ILQG LW OLNHJHVWXUHV
DQGIDFLDOH[SUHVVLRQV´ (Student F). There also appeared to be a contrast in the extent 
some students integrated the Internet into their daily lives and how discerning they 
were when using the Internet. That is, many of the students who had expressed 
reservations about excessive Internet use were sometimes the students who appeared 
indiscriminate in their Internet use, and visa-versa. For example, one student 
deliberately avoided using the Internet since it ³LWNHHSVPHLQWKHKRXVHDQG,GRQ¶WOLNH
WREHNHSWLQWKHKRXVH´ (Student V) yet also confessed to not being discerning taking 
³WZLFHDVORQJDVLWVKRXOGGR´ to do anything because the student will ³JRRIIchasing 
WKHEXWWHUIOLHV´. Maybe this is why the student avoided the Internet. Conversely, another 
student claimed to use the Internet for ³DOPRVW HYHU\WKLQJ´ (Student I), yet was 
extremely selective in the Web sites viewed, only visiting booked-marked sites and 
another student who only visited a few Web sites because ³WKRVH VLWHV SURYLGH
HYHU\WKLQJ´ needed ³DW WKLV PRPHQW LQ WLPH´ (Student B). However, one other avid 
Internet user confessed to being not very discerning, being ³TXLWH RSHQ WR ,QWHUQHW
advertiVHPHQWV´ and frequently being ³WDUJHWHG E\ PDUNHWLQJ SHRSOH EHFDXVH , DP
TXLWHLQIOXHQFHGLQWREX\LQJVWXII´ (Student J). 
The research conversations and focus groups also gave an insight into what students 
felt they used the Internet for. In contrast to the overwhelming impression that the 
,QWHUQHW ZDV IXOO\ LQWHJUDWHG LQWR PDQ\ VWXGHQWV¶ OLYHV WKH range of Internet-related 
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technologies used by students appeared surprisingly narrow with much of the dialogue 
devoted to Facebook and much less to general online technologies like ³%ORJV DQG
)RUXPV´ (mentioned by student L), ³FKDW VHUYLFHV´ (mentioned by student R) and 
having ³YDULRXVH-PDLODFFRXQWV´ (mentioned by student S). Specific technologies and 
UHVRXUFHV WKDW ZHUH PHQWLRQHG LQFOXGHG WKH 8QLYHUVLW\ /LEUDU\¶V H-resources (for 
example, student R), Wikipedia (for example, student S), Instant messenger chat (for 
example, student A), the BBC website (for example, student S), Amazon (for example, 
student C), eBay (for example, student G) and YouTube (for example, student N). 
Students were using these internet-related technologies for communicating, typically to 
³FRQWDFWZLWKROGIULHQGVDQGIDPLO\´ and ³VHHKRZ\RXUPDWHVDUHGRLQJ´ (Student A); 
Entertainment, like watching ³RQOLQH PRYLHV´ (for example, student Q) and generally 
³NHHSLQJPHHQWHUWDLQHG´(Student A); News, particularly for headlines and the weather 
(for example, student Q) and related to football (for example, student R); Shopping, 
booking flights (Student Q) and food and clothing shopping (for example, student E); 
and information finding, not just for studies, but for everyday information (for example, 
student V) and general interest (for example, student Q). 
During the focus groups and research conversations some students suggested they 
could have satisfied their information and communication needs using existing 
technologies or methods, but the affordances that the Internet provided (for example, 
convenience and efficiency) meant it was chosen instead. Examples include one 
student who shopped on the Internet because ³LW¶VD ORWHDVLHU WKDQ MXVWJRLQJ WR WKH
VKRSV´ (Student E); a Focus Group D games player who said the Internet meant the 
student could ³MXVW SOD\ VWUDLJKW DZD\ DW KRPH \RX KDYHQ¶W JRW WR PHHW XS RU
DQ\WKLQJ´; another student who ³IRXQG LWHDVLHU WRNLQGRIGLJHVW WKH LQIRUPDWLRQDELW
EHWWHU WKDQ LQ D ERRN´ (Student M); a avid Facebook user who previously contacted 
friends by phone but now used Facebook to make social arrangements because ³\RX
FDQWHOOHYHU\RQHZKDW\RXDUHGRLQJ´ (Student B); and student I who used the Internet 
to find information rather than libraries because Web ³VLWHV GRQ¶W FORVH EXW D OLEUDU\
GRHV´. 
10.1.5 Generational differences 
Many students in the focus groups and research conversations perceived differences 
between ³WKHLU JHQHUDWLRQ´ that had ³JURZQ XS´ ZLWK WKH ,QWHUQHW DQG WKHLU SDUHQWV¶
generation that had not: ³:H DUH WKH JHQHUDWLRQ WKDW [has] JURZQ XS ZLWK LW´ (Focus 
Group D). Their logic appears to be that because ³\RXQJHUSHRSOH  SLFN WKLQJVXS
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TXLFNHU´ (Student N), ³LW¶VHDVLHUWROHDUQZKHQ\RXDUH\RXQJ´ (Student F) and ³\RXQJ
SHRSOHWHQGWRKDYHDPLQGOLNHDVSRQJH´ (Student D), they have ³SLFNHGXS´ their 
Internet skills and understandings quicker than ³ROGHU SHRSOH who DUH D ELW VORZHU´ 
(Student N) and ³VHHP VFDUHG RI GRLQJ FHUWDLQ WKLQJV MXVW LQ FDVH WKH FRPSXWHU
VXGGHQO\FRPSOHWHO\EUHDNV´ (Student I). As a consequence, some students felt using 
the Internet was obvious for their generation: ³,GRQ¶WWKLQNDQ\RQHKDVWROHDUQWRXVH
WKH,QWHUQHWEHFDXVHLWMXVWFRPHVLW¶VVRPHWKLQJWKDWHYHU\RQHNQRZVKRZWRGRLW´ 
(Student C) and ³WKHUHZDVQ¶WDQ\WKLQJOLNH ... RK,GLGQ¶WNQRZZKDWWRGRRQWKLV and 
had to call up someone and say oh how do I do this on the Internet?´ (Student F). 
Overall, many students felt that their generation was generally more efficient using the 
Internet, with one student specifying that ³WKHJURXSEHWZHHQSUREDEO\ WRyear 
ROGVDUHSUREDEO\WKHPRVWHIILFLHQWRQWKH,QWHUQHW´ (Student S). They also perceived 
that the ³ROGHU JHQHUDWLRQ´ might use the Internet for different purposes with one 
student saying they might use ³WKH OLEUDU\ PRUH IRU UHVHDUFK DQG HYHU\WKLQJ HOVH´ 
whereas ³WKH \RXQJHU JHQHUDWLRQ HYHU\WKLQJ LV ILUVW RQ WKH ,QWHUQHW´ (Student Q). 
Ironically, this student would be classified as a mature student using the UnivHUVLW\¶V
Admissions guidelines. 
Not all students interviewed held negative views of the online ability of older people. 
For example one student felt that an ³ROGHUSHUVRQ´ might be ³EHWWHURQ WKH ,QWHUQHW´ 
because younger people tend to go ³VWUDLJKWRQWR)DFHERRN061LQVWDQWPHVVDJLQJ´ 
whereas ³DQ ROGHU SHUVRQ ZRXOG XVH LW IRU PRUH EHQHILFLDO QHeds ... which includes 
QHZV SUREDEO\ RU JDWKHULQJ PRUH LQIRUPDWLRQ IRU WKHPVHOYHV´ (Student J). Another 
student was also more positive about ³ROGHU SHRSOH¶V´ online traits feeling they were 
more cautious, whereas younger people ³DUHnot afraid of taking rLVNVRQWKH,QWHUQHW´ 
and hence ³GRQ¶W... look at the consequences as much´ (Student G). 
10.1.6 Facebook 
Many of the student research conversations felt slightly stilted and laboured, but when 
the conversations progressed to Facebook (which inevitably they did) the dialogue 
became more animated and open. In hindsight, I should have explored the reasons for 
this transformation. Maybe it was because they felt Facebook was more familiar to 
them or maybe it was related to a comment made by one student that ³ZKen you are 
RQ)DFHERRN\RXGRQ¶WUHDOO\WKLQNWKDW\RXDUHRQWKH,QWHUQHW´ (Student J) opening-up 
the possibility that students had excluded Facebook from their answers because they 
did not conceive it as part of the Internet. To fairly represent the relative popularity of 
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Facebook, the apparent shift in rapport during the research conversations when the 
topic changed to Facebook and the possibility that some students may have excluded 
Facebook from their general comments about the Internet, a separate section has been 
included in this chapter. 
Mirroring the previous general comments made about the Internet, many students 
referred to the considerable amount of time they and others spent on Facebook with 
one student saying, ³,XVHLWHYHU\VLQJOHGD\RUWLPHVDGD\,ZLOOORJRQDQGNHHSLW
ORJJHG RQ VR , DP GHILQLWHO\ RQ )DFHERRN SUHWW\ PXFK DOO WKH WLPH´ (Student A). 
Feelings about the amount of time they spend using Facebook ranged from describing 
it as a distraction (for example, student E said, LW¶V OLNH REYLRXVO\ D GLVWUDFWLRQ IURP
ZKHQ , VKRXOG EH GRLQJ ZRUN DQG VWXII´) to some describing it as an addiction (for 
example, student H feeling ³LW¶V DOPRVW OLNH DQ DGGLFWLRQ , WKLQN )DFHERRN LW¶V OLNH D
need to go and VHHZKDWLVKDSSHQLQJHYHU\ERG\MXVWVD\VLW¶VDGGLFWLYHDQG,WKLQN
WKDWLVLW´). One student resorted to radical measures to ensure not being distracted by 
Facebook saying, ³,NLQGRIKDYHGHDFWLYDWHGLWQRZEHFDXVH,DPWU\LQJWRJHWRQZLWK
my woUN VRPHWLPHV LW GRHV JHW D ELW DGGLFWLYH´ (Student U). The same student 
described how Facebook had become ³DGGLFWLYH´ saying ³LW¶VMXVWOLNHDQDWXUDOUHIOH[WR
JRRQ)DFHERRN LW¶V OLNH , W\SH LW LQZLWKRXW HYHQ UHDOLVLQJ LW´ and once in Facebook 
there is pressure to continue since chat requests appear and ³\RXZDQW WRJRRIIEXW
WKHQRWKHUSHRSOHFRPHDQGWDONWR\RXVRLW¶VMXVWDELWUXGH´ not to chat. This social 
pressure to use Facebook was evident in some other research conversations. For 
example, RQHVWXGHQWUHIHUUHGWRIHHOLQJSHHUSUHVVXUHWREH³DSURGXFHU´ and upload 
photographs taken of social activities soon after they have taken place (Student I) and 
another felt pressurised to ³FRPPXQLFDWH ZLWK SHRSOH IURP EDFN KRPH´ because it 
³ZRXOG EH D OLWWOH ELW XQVRFLDEOH´ to only contact them ³ZKHQ \RX JR RYHU EDFN IRU
(DVWHU KROLGD\V RU &KULVWPDV KROLGD\V´ (Student A). However, the social pressure to 
use Facebook was not felt by all students: ³,GRQ¶WIHHOWKHUHLVDQ\SUHVVXUHIRUXVLQJ
Facebook. IW¶VQRWOLNH,KDYHWRJRRQ´ (Student F) and others who deliberately resisted 
any pressure to use Facebook with one student saying, ³,DPQRWDIDQRI LW  LW¶VDQ
LQWUXVLRQRIP\OLIH´ (Focus Group B). 
The social pressure to use Facebook appears to begin before students even have a 
Facebook profile. Many students described how they felt social pressure to join 
Facebook, for example, one student describing how all their friends had ³DOO PRYHG
onto Facebook, and they were all like this trying to get me to go on it, and basically I 
MXVW ,VLJQHGXS´ (Student B) and how another felt ³VLFN´ of friends repeatedly asking 
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the student to join Facebook how the student eventually ³ZHQWZLWKWKHIORZ´ (Student 
P) and joined. There was also a strong feeling that students would be ³PLVVLQJ RXW´ 
(Student A) on social news by not being active in Facebook and consequently they 
might feel ³RXWRIWKHFLUFOH ... Because people do talk, oh have you seen the photos on 
Facebook, oh have you read so and so´ (Student I).  
Students appeared to use Facebook mainly for communication purposes, but also for 
safe storage of photographs, information and being part of a community. As with their 
general use of the Internet, students could have satisfied their needs using existing 
technologies or methods, but the affordances that Facebook provides meant it was 
chosen instead. The affordances mentioned included being able to efficiently contact 
people because ³,FDQ¶WMXVWULQJ every single one of my friends from home, every day, 
HYHU\ZHHN\RXNQRZLWZRXOGEHHQGOHVVZRXOGQ¶WLW"´6WXGHQW'6WXGHQWVDOVRIHOW
Facebook was inclusive with one student stating that it was ³YHU\HDV\WRJHWLQFRQWDFW
ZLWK SHRSOH´ (Student W) because everyone the student knew had a Facebook 
account. In addition, to the more communicational affordances stated by many 
students, other communication affordances were cited. For example, one student found 
Facebook essential for maintaining contact witK IULHQGV VLQFH WKH VWXGHQW¶V PRELOH
phone signal was frequently poor (Student B). Another student valued the synchronous 
and asynchronous communication technologies integrated into Facebook and not 
always having to be ³NHHS ORRNLQJ DW LW WR VHHZKR LV RQOLQH DQG VWXII´ (Student E). 
)DFHERRN¶V DV\QFKURQRXV FRPPXQLFDWLRQ WHFKQRORJLHV ZHUH DOVR YDOXHG E\ DQRWKHU
student who no longer felt the need to write a blog (Student F). The same student also 
valued having a secure place to store the associated photographs saying, ³HYHQLIDOO
WKHSKRWRVDUH ORVWRQP\FRPSXWHUEXWWKH\ZLOOVWLOOEHRQWKH,QWHUQHW´ (Student F). 
6RPHVWXGHQWVVDLGWKDWWKH\YDOXHGEHLQJDEOHYLHZRWKHUV¶VRFLDODFWLYLWLHVGHVFULELQJ
it as ³KDYLQJDQRVH\´ (Student N), ³JHQHUDOQRVLQHVV´ (Student C) and being a ³OXUNHU´ 
(Student P). There was also a feeling that students valued the feeling of community 
afforded by Facebook. Being away from home, one student valued access to ³WKH
social networking groups at uni ... you want to like keep uS WRGDWH´ (Student C) and 
another felt ³LW¶VRQHRIWKRVHWKLQJVZKHUHHYHU\ERG\NLQGRINQRZVHYHU\ERG\WKURXJK
)DFHERRN´ (Student I). 
10.1.7 Perceptions of being Internet literate and Internet literacy 
Several themes emerged from the one-to-one research conversations and focus 
groups related to their understandings of being Internet literate. Some students 
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perceived a minimum set of basic skills and understandings necessary to use the 
Internet. With these basic skills and understandings students felt you could then teach 
yourself to become Internet literate. For one student, ³WKH\DUHLQWURGXFLQJQHZWKLQJV
DOO WKH WLPH´ and the ³EDVLFV´ that education should provide are necessary to enable 
you to ³SLFNXSVNLOOV´ and ³WKHQDVWKLQJVGHYHORS\RXMXVWOHDUQ´ (Student C). Without 
these basic skills and understandings another student felt ³\RXFDQ¶W JRDQ\ IXUWKHU´, 
since they provide the ³DEXLOGLQJEORFNIRU\RXWRGRHYHU\WKLQJ ... HOVHRQ´ (Student I). 
Without these basic skills and understandings another student felt ³\RXFDQ¶W JRDQ\
IXUWKHU´, since they provide the ³DEXLOGLQJEORFN IRU \RX WRGRHYHU\WKLQJ ... HOVHRQ´ 
(Student I). The rationale for teaching just the basics was expressed by a further 
student who said that education provides the ³UHDOEDVLFV´ of how websites work, since 
³LWZRXOGEHDYHU\ORQJSURFHVVWRWHDFKHYHU\WKLQJ ... tRGRZLWKWKH,QWHUQHW´ (Student 
L). 
Students described those that were more Internet literate as being able to efficiently 
use the computer and/or Internet to achieve Internet-related tasks. For example, being 
,QWHUQHW OLWHUDWH ZDV WR ³JHW WKLQJV GRQH D OLWWOH ELW VPDUWHU PRUH HIILFLHQWO\ LW¶V QRW
about working hard´ VWXGHQWV4DQGVRPHRQHZKRZDV,QWHUQHW OLWHUDWH ³IROORZVWKH
easy routes to GRLQJ WKLQJV UDWKHU WKDQ WKH ORQJZLQGHGZD\V´ (students D). In many 
cases, students were referring to how efficiently someone found information on the 
Internet, for example: ³DSHUVRQWKDW LV,QWHUQHW OLWHUDWH LVDSHUVRQWKDWFDQILQGZKDW
they need ... LI VRPHRQHFDQJHW WKDW LQ WKH ILUVW IHZ WULHVRI VHDUFKLQJ´ (Student G). 
More specifically, it was about knowing the ³EHVW VRXUFHV´ (Student R), about being 
³WZRVWHSVDKHDG´ and knowing ³ZKHUH\RXDUHKHDGLQJWR´ (Student D), knowing that 
FHUWDLQ*RRJOHNH\ZRUGVIRUH[DPSOHµGHILQH¶³PDNHVLWVRPXFKVLPSOHUDQGPXFK
IDVWHU WR ILQGZKDW\RXZDQW´ (Student T) and about selecting the best search engine 
tool since it would enable them ³WRGRLWIDUPRUHHIILFLHQWO\WKDQDQ\ERG\HOVH´ (Student 
V). For several students, being Internet literate included correctly using computer 
shortcuts to more efficiently accomplish tasks, for example ³OLNH VHDUFK ILQGHUV OLNH
FRQWURO)´ (Focus Group D) and ³SUHVV$OWDQG)WRTXLFNO\FORVH´ (Student I).  
Students also described being Internet literate in terms of successfully undertaking 
certain Internet-related tasks. Whilst the examples cited were wide-ranging, students 
predominantly related this to an ability to search for online information. For example, 
this was described as the ability to know ³what to search for, what words and phrases 
WRXVH´ (Student H), being able to ³ILJXUHRXWZKLFK LQIRUPDWLRQ LVJRRGRUQRWZKLFK
information is the thing you are looking ... which reVXOWV WR UHO\ RQ DQG ZKLFK QRW´ 
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(Focus group D), ³NQRZZKHUH WRJHW WKH LQIRUPDWLRQ IURP UDWKHU WKDQ MXVW*RRJOLQJ
HYHU\WKLQJ´ (Student F) and having a ³EHWWHU NQRZOHGJH RI WKH GHHS ZHE  PRUH
KLGGHQSODFHV WR VHDUFK IRU VWXII´ (Student W). Other examples were more technical 
and included the ability to configure Internet-related applications like ³VHWXSDILOWHUWR
stop like Spam coming in the in-ER[´ (Student I) and ³WKHDELOLW\WRVSRWDYLUXVDQGFXUH
LW´ (Focus Group A). Some students referred to being Internet literate as having an 
understanding of privacy issues. For example, one student said that ³\RXKDYHJRWWR
EH)DFHERRNOLWHUDWHLI\RXGRQ¶WZDQWHYHU\WKLQJDERXW\RXEHLQJH[SRVHGKRZ
to block people ... how to put people in listVSURWHFWLQJ\RXU LGHQWLW\´ (Student I). 
Some students described how being able to use a browser was an aspect of Internet 
literacy, ³:KDW WKHGLIIHUHQWSDUWVRI WKHVFUHHQPHDQ OLNH WKHEDUDW WKHERWWRP WKH
status bar at the bottom and the URL EDU´ (Student V). For one student, being Internet 
literate was about being able to solve Internet-related issues and having a ³VROXWLRQIRU
HYHU\WKLQJ´ (Student R).  
Between conducting the focus groups and the one-to-one research conversations, the 
students attended a laboratory session related to Web searching as part of a core 
module. During this session, they were introduced to a feature of Google called 
µ$GYDQFHG6HDUFK¶. Many students referred to using this feature as evidence of being 
Internet literate. Some students claimed to be unaware of this feature with one student 
saying, ³,GLGQ¶WHYHQNQRZDERXWWKDWDGYDQFHGVHDUFKHVDQGWKLQJVOLNHWKDWEHIRUH,
FDPH WR 8QL´ (Student C). Others appeared to be aware of it, but not aware of its 
power. For example, one student claimed, ³, NQHZ WKDW H[LVWHG EXW XQOHVV \RX DUH
VKRZLQJLWLQDFWLRQDQGZKDWGLIIHUHQFHLWFDQPDNH\RXMXVWZRXOGQ¶WXVHLW´ (Student 
I). For a few students, Google Advanced was almost a revelation with one student 
describing it as ³H[WUHPHO\XVHIXOLW¶VVDYHGPHKRXUV´ (Student V). 
10.2 Level 3 research conversations 
This section analyses the research conversations held with the Level 3 students 
towards the end of their studies. The following table links the sub-sections to the main 
research questions addressed. Essentially, the same research questions as the 
previous section are addressed, but the emphasis is on exploring the extent to which 
undergraduates perceive their studies have developed their Internet literacies (RQ3-
DQGWKHH[WHQWWRZKLFKXQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶,QWHUQHW OLWHUDFLHVhave evolved (RQ4-
2011). 
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Section Main Research questions addressed 
Becoming Internet literate RQ5-2008, RQ2-2011, RQ3-2011, RQ4-2011 
Perceptions of the Internet RQ2-2008, RQ4-2011 
Confidence RQ4-2008, RQ4-2011 
Use of the Internet RQ1-2008, RQ2-2008, RQ1-2011, RQ4-2011 
Facebook RQ1-2008, RQ2-2008, RQ1-2011, RQ4-2011 
Perceptions of being Internet Literate RQ3-2008, RQ4-2011 
3HUFHSWLRQVRIDFDGHPLFV¶,QWHUQHWOLWHUDFLHV RQ5-2011 
The first section explores how Level 3 students feel they have become Internet literate. 
The variation of views was wider than at Level 1, although there was still a strong 
sense that some students felt they had taught themselves and learnt few Internet skills 
during their three years in my school. The next section explores their conception of the 
Internet. They still hold information-centric conceptions and there was a sense that 
their studies had heightened this view. Unlike at Level 1, more students seemed 
overwhelmed by the amount of information available on the Internet, and more 
students recognised that information could be obtained from elsewhere. The following 
section concludes that those students who were confident at Level 1 are more 
confident at Level 3, whereas the small minority of students who appeared less 
confident at Level 1, ZHUH VWLOO WKH VDPH DW /HYHO  6WXGHQWV¶ XVH RI WKH ,QWHUQHW LV
explored in the next section. Overall, students still feel they could do almost anything 
on the Internet and was possibly more integrated into their lives than at Level 1. The 
only difference appeared to be the frequency they kept in contact with pre-university 
friends. Facebook still appears to GRPLQDWH PDQ\ VWXGHQWV¶ OLYHV and a separate 
section is devoted to this. 7KHIROORZLQJVHFWLRQH[SORUHVVWXGHQWV¶SHUFHSWLRQVRIEHLQJ
Internet literate and concludes that little has changed. Students still perceive those that 
are more Internet literate as being quicker at finding information. The final section, 
H[SORUHVVWXGHQWV¶Serceptions of their teachers¶,QWHUQHWOLWHUDFLHV:LWKLQWKHDFDGHPLF
arena, all students felt that their OHFWXUHUV¶,QWHUQHWVNLOOVDQGXQGHUVWDQGLQJVZRXOGEH
at least as good their own, but for more social-type uses they felt they might be more 
skilful. 
10.2.1 Becoming Internet literate 
2YHUDOO WKH H[WHQW WR ZKLFK WKH VWXGHQWV¶ XQGHUJUDGXDWH VWXGLHV µDGG YDOXH¶ to what 
they would learn anyway, varied between students. For example, a few students felt 
they had learnt specLILFVNLOOVEXWJHQHUDOO\KDGWDXJKWWKHPVHOYHV³>,¶YHOHDrnt about] 
advanced web search and database searching and the University V\VWHP « EXW 
probably mostly self taught through clicking on a tab and seeing where it takes you 
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rather than being actuDOO\ WROG LW´ (Student D). Whereas, some other students felt the 
entire Information Management degree was devoted to information searching skills: ³,W
KDVDFWXDOO\EHFDXVHLW¶VRXUFRXUVHEDVLFDOO\ It did help us lots Internet knowledge, we 
now have betteUHYDOXDWLRQVNLOOV´ (Student R). However, there was still a strong sense 
that some students felt they had mostly taught themselves new Internet skills despite 
studying in my school for almost three years. As at Level 1, many students adopted a 
satisficing attitude towards learning new Internet skills. That is, they did just enough to 
accomplish what they needed. However, aligning with Level 1 again, there was some 
recognition that basic academic Internet-related skills may still need to be taught. For 
example, emphasising that some teaching of basic skills was necessary, Student D 
said, ³«LQWKHILUVW\HDU«EHLQJWDXJKWKRZWRXVH%RROHDQZHEVHDUFKDQGDGYDQFH
web searching on Google, and how to use certain on-line applications or computer 
applications [the] EDVLFVHWRIVNLOOVZDVQ¶WQHFHVVDULO\HQRXJKWRIRU\RXWRDFWXDOO\MXVW
WR EH DEOH WR SLFN LW XS DQG GR LW VWUDLJKW DZD\ « [you] « QHHG D FHUWDLQ H[WHQW RI
WHDFKLQJ´. There were few examples of students feeling their studies had done 
anything other than teach them the basics. However, several students did refer to 
being taught how to use the search tool Mintel36 during a Level 3 module and how this 
knowledge had enabled them to successfully complete the coursework. Mintel enables 
a business database of market details and forecast data for thousands of consumer 
goods to be easily searched. Students were set a task where they could only obtain the 
information from using Mintel. It seemed this challenged their confidence in using their 
normal search strategies, predominantly via Google, and their recognition that other 
search strategies are sometimes needed. 
10.2.2 Perceptions of the Internet 
As at Level 1, all students still held information-centric perceptions of the Internet and 
there was a sense that their studies had heightened this view. For example, Student H 
described the Internet as containing ³HQGOHVVDPRXQWVRI LQIRUPDWLRQ´ and Student Q 
referred to the ³PLQG ERJJOLQJ DPRXQW RI LQIRUPDWLRQ´. Without being prompted, few 
students went beyond an information-centric perception of the Internet. For example, 
Student B referred to Facebook and online shopping, and Student W referred to the 
Internet as ³DELJFRPPXQLFDWLRQ WRRO´. However, unlike at Level 1, there was also a 
sense that some students were overwhelmed with the amount of information on the 
Internet with Student V referring to the Internet as ³$PLQHILHOG$EODFNKROH>VLQFH@\RX
                                               
36 http://www.mintel.com/ [Accessed 7 January 2012] 
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GRQ¶WNQRZWKHH[WHQWWRZKDWLVWKHUHDQGLW¶VYHU\GLIILFXOWWRNQRZLI\RXKDYHIRXQG
everything there is tR NQRZ RQ D VXEMHFW´. In addition, students now seemed to 
recognise that the Internet is not the sole source of information. For example, Student 
W referred to being only able to ³RQO\ VHH D VPDOO SURSRUWLRQ RI [the Internet] «
obviously you have got all tKH'HHS:HE´DQG6WXGHQW-VD\LQJKRZ³ZKHQ\RXJHWWR
2nd and 3rd year you need to go into the library actually read books and get the 
LQIRUPDWLRQRXWWKHERRNVZKLFKLVQRWVRPHWKLQJWKH,QWHUQHWFDQUHDOO\KHOS\RXZLWK´. 
However, even after a prompt a few students still held on to a information-centric 
perceptions of the Internet with Student V (maybe recounting her Level 1 studies) 
referring to ³LPDJHVDUHLQIRUPDWLRQWKH\DUHYLVXDOIRUPVRILQIRUPDWLRQ´. 
10.2.3 Self-efficacy 
As at Level 1, most students expressed high levels of self-efficacy during the research 
conversations. Those who were confident before appeared to be even more confident 
at Level 3. For example, Student D described himself as ³TXLWH FRQILGHQW´ using the 
Internet at Level 1, but at Level 3 said: ³,DPYHU\FRQILGHQWLQP\VNLOOVDQGDELOLWLHVDQd 
understandings, in using the IQWHUQHWIXOOVWRS«LI,GRQ¶WILQGLWLW¶VSUREDEO\EHFDXVH
LW¶V QRW WKHUH´. No student stated that they were not confident using the Internet, 
although Student V who was not overly confident at Level 1, said university 
experiences had ³LIDQ\WKLQJ «KXPEOHGPH« , IHHO FRPSOHWHO\GLIIHUHQWDERXWP\
search-DELOLWLHVQRZWKDQ,WKLQN,GLGEHIRUH´. The student then went on to suggest that 
there was a ³VHPDQWLFJDSEHWZHHQ\RXDQGWKHFRPSXWHU´ suggesting that whilst this 
VWXGHQW¶V FRQILGHQFH WR ILQG LQIRUPDWLRQ PD\ KDYH GLPLQLVKHG WKH VWXGHQW¶V more 
general Information Management understandings may be higher. Many other students 
referred to how the perception of their abilities had changed as a result of their studies. 
Student J for example, recalled feeling ³YHU\FRQILGHQW UHDOO\«WKDW¶VRQO\EHFDXVH,
GLGQ¶W NQRZKRZ IDU LWZHQW« WKH IXUWKHU ,ZHQW LQWRP\FRXUVH WKH OHVVFRQILGHQW ,
EHFDPH « , WKLQN EHIRUH LW ZDV PRUH DUURJDQW WKDQ FRQILGHQW´. However, these 
students then went on to say that, although their studies had challenged their Internet 
searching confidence, they now felt more able than they did at Level 1. 
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10.2.4 Use of the Internet 
Most students still held the view that they could do almost anything on the Internet with 
only a few qualifying the statement. For example, Student H ³\RXFDQ¶WGRHYHU\WKLQJ
EXW\RXFDQGRD ORWRI WKLQJV´. However, when probed many students qualified their 
views either by referring to availability of quality information on the Internet (Student R 
and Student V) or how real-world activities could not be emulated (Student W). Despite 
most claiming that you could do almost anything on the Internet, their Internet use 
broadly matched their use two years ago. The only noticeable difference related to 
keeping in contact with previous school or home friends. Only one student (Student D) 
mentioned this during the second set of research conversations. Similarly, all students 
gave the impression that the Internet was still integrated into their lives and for some 
possibly more integrated than it was in the first set of student research conversations. 
For example, whereas at Level 1 only one student (Student Q) accessed the Internet 
from a mobile device (Blackberry), two more students (Student A and Student J) 
referred to regularly using mobile devices to access the Internet. However, amongst 
their continued almost euphoric statements about their use of the Internet, Student V 
was more sobering saying, ³, WKLQN WKH ,QWHUQHW LV D UHDOO\ JRRG WRRO IRU ILQGLQJ RXW
LQIRUPDWLRQWKDWLVQ¶WDEVROXWHO\LPSHUDWLYH´7KLVYLHZFRLQFLGHGZLWK6WXGHQW9¶VEDFN
at Level 1 with reference to wanting real world, not virtual experiences. All students 
appeared content with their current use of the Internet which was typically restricted to 
a few applications or web sites and there were no indications that they wanted to utilise 
the Internet more. The only exception was Student A who said, ³,GRQ¶W WKLQN WKHUH LV
DQ\SRVVLEOHZD\ WKDW ,FRXOGXVH LWPRUH UHDOO\´. As Student A claimed to be on the 
Internet ³ RXW RI  WLPHV´ a day, maybe the student is confusing intensity with the 
selection and variety of Internet experiences.  
10.2.5 Facebook 
$OO VWXGHQWV VWLOO IHOW )DFHERRN GRPLQDWHG PDQ\ VWXGHQWV¶ OLYHV DOWKRXJK WKHUH ZHUH
varying thoughts about whether they still felt it was addictive. Several students implied 
that they start Facebook almost unconsciously after they have logged on to a 
computer. Student J, who stated that she was addicted to Facebook at Level 1 
recollects, ³, VWLOO ILQG LW DQ DGGLFWLRQ DQG LW¶V VWLOO TXLWH D ELJ SDUW RI P\ OLIH « LW LV
something that you just go on, you automatically do it while I am doing my work, I will 
MXVWVXGGHQO\VWRSDQGJRRQ)DFHERRNLW¶VOLNHDXWRSLORW,MXVWFDQ¶W\RXFDQ¶WKHOSLW´. 
Student E also claimed to start using Facebook without thinking, but felt uncomfortable 
with the term µDGGLFWHG¶ claiming, ³, GRQ¶W VHH ZK\ LW¶V D EDG WKLQJ DOZD\V EHLQJ RQ
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)DFHERRN,PHDQ\RXDUHQRWDOZD\VQHFHVVDULO\OLNHFRPPXQLFDWLQJZLWKSHRSOHLW¶V
DOPRVW OLNH \RX DUH RQ VWDQGE\´. Others appeared more controlled in their use of 
Facebook. For example, Student A states, ³)DFHERRN LV FHUWDLQO\ D Eig part of my 
everyGD\ OLIH « , DP RQ LW HYHU\ GD\ , GR XVH LW HYHU\ GD\  , DP QRW DGGLFWHG WR
)DFHERRN,FRXOGJLYHLWXSLW¶VQRWOLNH,QHHGLW´$OVRDSSDUHQWZDVVWXGHQWV¶XVHRI
Facebook in their studies. Whilst there was little evidence that students discussed 
academic related issues, many students seem to use it to arrange group coursework 
meetings and to clarify coursework requirements. As at Level 1, the main reason stated 
for this use of Facebook was convenience, as one student said, ³,I,UHDOO\ZDQWWRJHW
hold of somebody, I can talk to them there and then « whereas well as opposed to 
having to send an e-PDLOZKHUH,KDYHWRZDLWIRUWKHPWRFKHFNIRULW´. 
10.2.6 Perceptions of being Internet Literate 
As at Level 1, most students perceived that those who are more Internet literate (µEHWWHU
DW XVLQJ WKH ,QWHUQHW¶) are quicker at finding information, typically because they were 
more able to select appropriate search terms. These views persisted at Level 3. Few 
students explicitly referred to the quality of the information found or considered other 
aspects of being Internet literate. Typical responses included: ³because the Internet is 
so vast, I think those that are better will find it [information] DORWTXLFNHU´ (Student B); 
³DOO\RXKDYHWRGRLVW\SHLQDIHZZRUGVWKHVHGD\VDQGLWFDn find it straight away for 
you´ (Student A). The context of these statements was not always clear, although 
some students did appear to be referring to all their online searches. However, there 
were also some students who distinguished between their more everyday information 
needs and those related to their studies. For example, Student R ZKR IHOW ³quite 
confident in using the Internet because now I could locate anything I need on the 
IQWHUQHW EHWWHU WKDQ , XVHG WR EHIRUH´ did acknowledge that ³EHIRUH ZH VWDUWHG WKH
Information Management >GHJUHH@«using the library¶VRQOLQHresources «IRUORFDWLQJ
DQ\WKLQJ«used to be hard´. 
Whilst students acknowledged that being able to efficiently find online information was 
an important aspect of being Internet literate, some students stressed that it was more 
than that. For example, Student A said that it ³GHSHQGVRQZKDWWKH\XVHWKH,QWHUQHW
IRU´ and Student W said it was ³WUXH«EXW LW LVQRWVREOXQWDV WRVD\ LI\RXDUH
good at the Internet you are efficient [at retrieving information]´. However, when these 
points were pursued during the conversations, students struggled to give examples. 
However, one student felt that most students were equally efficient at searching the 
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Internet and, if there were any differences in ability at the beginning of course, these 
were less apparent at the end because those that needed to ³SUREDEO\ SDLG PRUH
attention to the teachLQJSURFHVVRIKRZWR«JRDERXWILQGLQJ[information] «ZKHUHDV
people who thought they already could do it, would have paid less attention and would 
MXVWWKLQNRK,FDQDOUHDG\GRLW´ (Student W). one student did mention that an Internet 
literate student would be ³PRUHDZDUHRIWKH«IXQFWLRQDOLWLHVDQGFDSDELOLWLHVQHHGHG´ 
(Student D).  
During the Level 3 student research conversations, an additional question was read out 
to the second half of the students (see Q11, Section 8.3.4). The purpose of the 
additional question was to introduce 15 perceptions of being Internet literate from two 
years ago that were either unique to a particular student or not shared with many other 
students (as opposed to perceptions that were common to most or all the students). 
From their responses, it was clear that the students broadly agreed with the statements 
that were read out and seemed genuinely surprised at the variety of Internet skills and 
understandings. Only Student W disagreed that ³HYDOXDWLQJ LQIRUPDWLRQ´ was an 
Internet skill or understanding. Student H described the list as ³LQWHUHVWLQJ´ and Student 
R said that ³LIDSHUVRQSRVVHVVHVDOOWKHVHVNLOOV« WKH\DUHQRWMXVW«,nternet literate 
«WKH\DUHSURIHVVLRQDOV´. 
10.2.7 3HUFHSWLRQVRIDFDGHPLFV¶,QWHUnet literacies 
$OOVWXGHQWVIHOWWKDWOHFWXUHUV¶DFDGHPLF,QWHUQHWVNLOOVDQGXQGHUVWDQGLQJVZRXOGEHDW
least as good their own because of their role. The reasons given were varied, but 
Student B felt the reason was because lecturers are always checking ³for people 
VWHDOLQJLQIRUPDWLRQIRUHVVD\´, Student E because ³WKH\REYLRXVO\GRNQRZZKDWWKH\
DUHGRLQJ´ and Student T because they ³KDYHJRQHRQVSHFLDO FRXUVHV IRU GRLQJ LW´. 
However, Student D felt that lecturers had a range of skills ³P\OHFWXUHUVDre far more 
capable and have far better skills than me on the Internet, while some of them maybe 
DW WKH VDPH OHYHO DQG VRPH RI WKHP DUH QRW´) and Student J felt the gap between 
OHFWXUHUV¶DQGVWXGHQWV¶VNLOOVQDUURZVDVWKH\SURJUHVVWKURXJKWKHLUGHJUHHVince ³ZH
DUH QRZ XVLQJ WKH ,QWHUQHW WKH ZD\ \RX ZHUH WHDFKLQJ XV KRZ WR XVH WKH ,QWHUQHW´. 
However, when the conversation explicitly moved away from more academic use to 
more social uses, students felt they were more skilful and had a better understanding. 
For example, Student A said, ³VWXGHQWVZLOOKDYHDEHWWHUXQGHUVWDQGLQJRI\RXNQRZ
for example social networking sites, because  it is more a younger generation focused 
DUHDRIFRPPXQLFDWLRQ´ and Student W, ³\RXZRXOGQ¶WUHDOO\H[SHFWWKHP [lecturers] to 
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use the Internet for say social networking, they would use it more for you know 
HGXFDWLRQSXUSRVHV´. 
10.3 Issues 
The final section continues the exploration of issues related to the research conducted 
with the undergraduates in my school and how my micro and macro level actions may 
have affected what undergraduates might have said and behaved. The source of these 
reflections was mainly my recollections, but I also kept a research diary and made 
memo notes. 
10.3.1 Issues related to the researcher-student relationship 
Section 8.3.5 drew attention to potential issues of reflexivity that would be implicit in 
any researcher-student relationship. Despite adopting a more conversational approach 
to collecting information from undergraduates, issue related to my relative power 
inevitably enter into the relationship. The above analysis has drawn attention to how 
many students appeared highly confident in their Internet-related abilities. Students 
may have exaggerated their abilities and confidence levels because they feared any 
negative comments might influence my perception of them and their abilities. It might 
also have caused some students to unnecessarily couch their answers from a 
theoretical perspective thinking this is what I want to hear. Both implications resonate 
with my feelings during and after the research conversations. It follows that the 
research conversations with students may represent, not perceptions of their Internet 
literacies, but the perceptions they wanted me to hear. This is an unavoidable limitation 
of the research undertaken and also a key conclusion, since it raises further research 
questions. For example, why might some undergraduates want to appear confident in 
their Internet-related abilities when academics stress they want students who have an 
open mind and aware of their limitations (see Section 9.4.4.2)? 
10.3.2 Issues related to student-student relationships 
Issues related to the use of research focus groups to collect information from 
participants were mentioned in Section 7.5.2. Despite these, research focus groups 
were used as a pragmatic solution to collecting information from all participants during 
a short timeframe. However, I did note several issues with the use of focus groups to 
explore the diversity of student views and understandings. For example, some students 
who were less vocal and subdued during the focus groups became conversational and 
animated during the one-to-one research conversations. Aléx and Hammarström 
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(2008) review of the reflexivity literature highlights how power-related issues affect the 
narrative between people of different ages, education, gender and ethnicity. These 
issues were not obvious during the focus group sessions or obvious from listening to 
the audio recordings. In contrast, there was an overall impression that students were 
attempting to maintain group harmony by supporting each other. However, this could 
also be interpreted as a consequence of power relationships within the focus group. 
For example, in the following focus group extract Student A makes a profound 
statement that the some others disagree with. Student A listens to the comments and, 
rather than disagreeing with what has been said, refines the statement previously 
made and incorporates some of their comments: 
Student A: I think like society kind of forces you to use the Internet a whole lot more than what you would 
want to do, originally. 
Me: Wow, so you are saying society forces you to use the Internet more than you want to? Say more. 
Student A: )RUH[DPSOHLI«PRVWRI\RXUIULHQGVGLGQ¶WKDYH)DFHERRN\RXZRXOGQ¶WJRRQLWKDUGO\«IRU
H[DPSOHZLWK6KHIILHOG8QLYHUVLW\\RXKDYHWRJRRQWR02/(« 
Me: There are quite a few nods «so do you all feel a sort of pressure to use the Internet? 
Student B: ,ZRXOGQ¶WVD\VRPXFKSUHVVXUH. 
Student C: No because we are used to it.  
Me: :K\ZRXOGQ¶W\RXVD\VRPXFKSUHVVXUH" 
Student B: ,ZRXOGQ¶WVD\,GRQ¶WZDQWWRJRRQLW,DPQRWRh God, I have got to go on the Internet. 
Student D: ,W¶VFRQYHQLHQWLVQ¶WLW" 
Student B: Yes. 
Student A: , WKLQN WKHUH LVQRWVRPXFKSUHVVXUHEHFDXVH ,EHOLHYH WKDW LW¶VDFWXDOO\ WKHUHEHFDXVH LW¶V
more convenient for us to have the Internet there to do that. « LW¶VVRUWRIFRQYHQLHQWEHFDXVH\RXFDQ
access the same information from anywhere you are. 
Hence, drawing conclusions from the focus group narratives was problematic. Does 
Student A feel there is, or there is not, pressure to use the Internet? To what extent did 
Student A feel pressurised into modifying their view? By holding the one-to-one 
research conversations after the focus groups, I hoped students would feel less 
pressure from peers to align their views with the apparent group consensus. As stated 
above, the primary purpose of the focus groups was to identify potential 
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XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶ XQGHUVWDQGLQJV DQG YLHZV WR EH H[SORUHG LQ PRUH GHSWK GXULQJ WKH
one-to-one research conversations. That is, whilst issues related to student-student 
power during the focus groups may not significantly impact upon the research 
outcomes. 
10.3.3 Issues related to focus group reflexivity 
The use of undergraduate focus groups to frame the subsequent Phase 2 one-to-one 
research conversations, and the analysis of these research conversations to frame the 
Phase 4 research conversations, raises additional issues related to reflexivity and the 
pivotal role the focus groups had in steering this research and overly affecting the 
research outcomes. Whilst this may have been an issue, steps were taken to ensure its 
impact was minimal. These included asking a set of questions that represent all 
common themes emerging from the previous analysis as opposed to emphasising 
dominate themes. In addition, during the research conversations I tried to be 
particularly receptive to dialogue not related to the questions being asked. There is 
some evidence that this approach may have been successful. For example, the online 
social networking site Facebook dominated many focus group conversations. However, 
during the subsequent one-to-one research conversation questions, Facebook was 
only mentioned indirectly in question 10. The questions posed referred to 
XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶ XQGHUO\LQJ YLews, understandings and experiences, and not the 
volume of conversation related to a particular topic. Despite this, Facebook still 
dominated much of the Phase 2 research conversations and consequently formed a 
significant part of the research outcomes. 
10.3.4 Issues related to using research conversations 
$NH\DVSHFWRIWKLVUHVHDUFKLVDQH[SORUDWLRQRIXQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶SHUFHSWLRQVRIEHLQJ
Internet literate. This requires students to recall previous Internet-related experiences, 
conversations and observations, and assimilate them to answer the questions being 
asked during the research conversations. Some students found it easy to recall 
memories, whilst others appeared to struggle. The latter students needed several 
prompts before recounting something of significance for this research. Lincoln and 
*XED¶V(1985) stress that information collection should take place in a ³natural setting´. 
$UJXDEO\ D µPRUH¶ QDWXUDO VHWWLQJ PLJKW KDYH LQFOXGHG students talking about their 
Internet literacies whilst sat at a computer connected to the Internet. If necessary, 
students could have demonstrated their use of the Internet and might have enabled 
some students to more easily recount their experiences. This approach augmented the 
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Children Go Online research conduced by Sonia Livingstone and her colleagues 
(Livingstone, 2003; Livingstone and Bober, 2003; Livingstone and Bober, 2004; 
Livingstone et al., 2005; Livingstone, 2008), and was the sole approach used in the 
undergraduate digital literacies research conducted by Jones and Lea (2008). Hence, 
despite the additional issues it would have introduced, particXODUO\ DURXQG VWXGHQWV¶
privacy, the research conversations might have benefited from a more natural setting 
with students and I sat at an Internet-enabled computer.  
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Chapter 11: Discussion 
The aim of this chapter is to build upon the previous reviews and analyses to identify 
curriculum and pedagogic implications for the School¶V learning and teaching strategy 
(research aim A2-2011 and research objective O2-2008). In particular, this chapter 
highlights disparities and tensions that exist between the views and experiences of 
academics and students (research question RQ13-2008). These have implications for 
the success of any curriculum intervention and various strategies are proposed to 
alleviate the consequences. This chapter concludes by illustrating how the frameworks 
and models developed so far could be used by my school to evaluate and develop the 
Internet literacy aspects of the undergraduate curriculum (research objective O3-2008). 
This chapter begins by orientating aFDGHPLFV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJs of Internet literacy within 
those Internet-related conceptions of literacy found in the literature (research aim A3-
2011). 
11.1 $FDGHPLFV¶understanding of Internet literacy 
During the research conversations, academics tended to stress the competencies, 
capabilities and qualities found in more conventional information literacy-related 
literature as opposed to the newer digital literacy-related literature. That is, academics 
primarily stressed the competencies related to seeking online information, evaluating 
information found online, creating online information, and disseminating information 
online. The essence of these competencies existed prior to the Internet, albeit in the 
context of libraries, printed literature, typographical tools, editorial boards and so on. 
Conceptions of literacy that stress competencies and capabilities align with 6WUHHW¶V 
(1984) notion of an autonomous literacy, one which primarily views literacy as a 
cognitive ability. 7KLVFRQWUDVWVZLWK6WUHHW¶VQRWLRQRIDQ ideological literacy, one that 
views literacy primarily as a social practice. Table 5.1 illustrated the use of a two 
dimensional framework for locating, comparing and contrasting various conceptions of 
literacy found in the literature that relate to the Internet. This model locates 
conventional literacies as those typically conceived before 1997, but have been 
reconceived because of the Internet. In contrast, new literacies were typically 
conceived after 1997, during the exponential growth of the Internet, during a time when 
educationalists were questioning what it means to be literate in a digital age. However, 
if the notion of date of conception is relaxed, the framework could be applied to 
LQGLYLGXDOV¶WKHSHUFHSWLRQVRI,QWHUQHWOLWHUDF\ Highlighting cells in the framework that 
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correspond with the dominant views of Internet literacy expressed during the research 
conversations with academics would produce this profile: 
 Conventional 
literacies 
 
New literacies 
 
 Peripheral cases 
-XVW QHZ µWHFKQLFDO
VWXII¶ 
Paradigm cases 
1HZ µWHFKQLFDO VWXII¶
DQGQHZµHWKRVVWXII¶ 
Autonomous 
literacies 
Literacy as a cognitive 
ability 
Autonomous ±
Conventional 
perspective 
 
 
Ideological literacies 
Literacy as a social 
practice 
   
Figure 11.1 Dominant perceptions of Internet literacy held by academics mapped to those found in 
the literature 
This literacy profile would align with the reports, strategies and reviews emanating from 
Government, HEFCE and JISC WKDW VWUHVV +(¶V UROH LQ SURPRWLQJ FRPSHWHQW DQG
FDSDEOHODERXUIRUFHDQGKRZ+(VKRXOGFDSLWDOLVHRQVWXGHQWV¶SUH-university digital 
abilities. The profile of Internet literacy and of being Internet literate also aligns with the 
University¶VJUDGXDWHDWWULEXWHVWKDWIRUHJURXQGVVNLOOVUDWKHUWKDQOLWHUDFLHV 
The above literacy profile represents dominant perceptions held by academics. 
+RZHYHU WKHUH ZDV PXFK YDULDWLRQ LQ DFDGHPLFV¶ SHUFHSWLRQV RI ,QWHUQHW OLWHUDcy. 
During the research conversations some academics described being literate in terms of 
facets that are peculiar to the Internet. For example, academics mentioned how 
students should know about the use of µsmilies¶ when communicating, how to create 
mash-ups of Web pages, and have an understanding of online security issues. Whilst it 
could be argued that WKHVHDUHH[DPSOHRIFRQYHQWLRQDOµVWXII¶UH-conceptualised for the 
Internet37,FRQVLGHUWKHVHPRUHDNLQWR/DQNVKHDUDQG.QREHO¶V(2007) QHZµWHFKQLFDO
VWXII¶. In addition, academics stressed that Internet literacy is about students critically 
UHIOHFWLQJXSRQ WKHLURZQDQGRWKHUV¶ ,QWHUQHW OLWHUDF\SUDFWLFHV3ULPDULO\ WKLVZDV WR
enable students to become more Internet literate, but also there was a sense that was 
an outcome in itself and an ideological perspective of literacy. Furthermore, there were 
few examples of academics articulating what might be considered a paradigm (new 
µWHFKQLFDOVWXII¶DQGQHZµHWKRVVWXII¶) view of Internet literacy. For example, in section 
9.7.3, one academic referred to the inverse relationship between increasing digital 
literacy and decreasing information literacy, as digitally literate people become like 
                                               
37
 &KDSWHUUHIHUVWR6WUHHW¶VDUJXPHQWWKDWSULQWHGWH[WVKDYHDOZD\VEHHQPXOWL-modal. Hence, it 
could be argued that, prior to the Internet, certain font faces were used to emphasise feelings in the same 
way that smilies are now used online 
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fighter pilots responding instantly to multiple incoming messages, but at the same time, 
spending less time slowly reflecting upon any one aspect. This type of dialogue aligns 
PRUHZLWK/DQNVKHDUDQG.QREHO¶V(2007) paradigm examples of new literacies since it 
LV QRW RQO\ DERXW QHZ µWHFKQLFDO VWXII¶ EXW LV DOVR DERXW QHZ µHWKRV VWXII¶ Hence, 
QRWZLWKVWDQGLQJ LVVXHV UHODWHG WR TXDQWLI\LQJ DFDGHPLFV¶ SHUFHSWLRQV WKH IROORZLQJ
literacy profile conveys a more nuanced understanding of their perceptions of Internet 
literacy, with the darker shading attempting to indicate the increasing number and 
intensity of views:  
 Conventional 
literacies 
 
New literacies 
 
 Peripheral cases 
-XVW QHZ µWHFKQLFDO
VWXII¶ 
Paradigm cases 
1HZ µWHFKQLFDO VWXII¶
DQGQHZµHWKRVVWXII¶ 
Autonomous 
literacies 
Literacy as a cognitive 
ability 
Autonomous ±
Conventional 
perspective 
Autonomous ± 
Peripheral 
perspective 
Autonomous ± 
Paradigm perspective 
 
Ideological literacies 
Literacy as a social 
practice 
Ideological ±
Conventional 
perspective 
Ideological ± 
Peripheral 
perspective 
Ideological ± 
Paradigm perspective 
Figure 11.2 All perceptions of Internet literacy held by academics mapped to those found in the 
literature  
Unlike the research conversations with undergraduates where students had 
opportunities to reflect upon the views of other students, there were no opportunities for 
academics to reflect upon other DFDGHPLFV¶ YLHZV DQG XQGHUVWDQGLQJV of Internet 
OLWHUDF\ZKDW LWPHDQVWREHDQ ,QWHUQHWVWXGHQWDQGXQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶SHUFHSWLRQVRI
being Internet literate. With the exception of academics that have a research interest 
related to literacies, most academics will be unaware of the diversity of literacy views 
that exist within my school and literature related. Academics should be given 
opportunities to reflect upon the variety of views and understandings that exist within 
my school and literature with regards to conceptions of Internet literacy, what it means 
WR EH DQ ,QWHUQHW VWXGHQW DQG XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶ SHUFHSWLRQV RI EHLQJ ,QWHUQHW OLWHUDWH
The frameworks and models developed during this study would contribute to such 
discussions. 
11.2 Disparities and tensions between academics and students 
This section primarily addresses the research question related to the [dis]parities exist 
EHWZHHQXQGHUJUDGXDWH¶DQGDFDGHPLFV¶Serceptions of Internet literacy (RQ13-2008), 
but in so doing, draws upon much of the previous analysis. To a lesser extent it also 
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addresses the research question related to the implications of any digital native-
immigrant narrative that might exist in the Information School (RQ5-2011). 
11.2.1 Contrasting perceptions of being Internet literate 
In contrast to the multidimensional, multifaceted and multileveled perceptions of 
Internet literacy and being Internet literate presented by academics, students struggled 
to describe what they felt it meant to be Internet literate, primarily perceiving it as being 
able to efficiently find information online, an awareness of online security issues and 
having some core technical knowledge. This view was still evident at Level 3, although 
a slightly richer understanding did emerge. Most evident, was the contrast between 
KRZ DFDGHPLFV¶ DQG VWXGHQWV¶ SHUFHLYHG WKH UROH RI RQOLQH LQIRUPDWLRQ VHHNLQJ
Academics perceived searching for information as just one aspect of a series of 
information and Internet related activities that included seeking, evaluating, creating 
and disseminating information. Students on the other hand, struggled to describe 
anything more than the technicalities of using Google, even at the end of their studies. 
As our undergraduates will eventually take up information management-related 
positions, many academics in my school might be surprised that our graduates have 
such a shallow perception of the information aspects of Internet literacy. Section 9.4 
proposed a two dimensional triangular model to encapsulate the perspectives and 
multiple facets of Internet literacy held by academics. The focus groups and research 
conversations with undergraduates focused on their perceptions of being Internet 
literate rather than their perceptions of Internet literacy. That is, my questions may have 
delimited their responses. Regardless, it is illuminating to map their perceptions onto 
the Internet literacy triangle: 
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Communication
Technology Security
Having 
an open-
mind 
Being 
empathetic Employability Exploitation 
Internet literacy as 
qualities
Internet literacy as 
competencies
Internet literacy as 
capabilities
Being 
motivated
Citizenship 
Ethics
Seeking 
information
Disseminating 
information
Evaluating 
information
Creating 
information
Figure 11.3 Comparison of students' (coloured) and academics' (grey) perceptions of being 
Internet literate 
8QGHUJUDGXDWHV¶DQGDFDGHPLFV¶SHUFHSWLRQVRIEHLQJ ,QWHUQHW OLWHUDWHFRLQFLGH in the 
areas of technology, security, seeking online information and evaluating online 
information. Conversely, academics¶ perceptions of being Internet literate 
encompassed all the ideas mentioned by undergraduates. Hence, notwithstanding the 
differences between the purposes of the two sets of research conversations, there are 
VLJQLILFDQWGLIIHUHQFHVEHWZHHQXQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶DQGDFDGHPLFV¶Serceptions of being 
,QWHUQHWOLWHUDWHHYHQDWWKHHQGRIXQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶VWXGLHV 
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11.2.2 Academics imply student confidence hinders their ability to learn 
The overwhelming impression from the student research conversations and focus 
groups was that most students began their studies as confident users of the Internet, 
particularly in their ability to satisfy their own information-related needs, and ended their 
studies, feeling just as confident. The American ECAR study (Smith et al., 2009) came 
to similar conclusions. Whilst the aim of this research was not to assess the level of 
VWXGHQWV¶,QWHUQHWOLWHUDFLHVSHUVHmost of the research conversation and focus group 
dialogue was concerned with more µPXQGDQH¶ uses of the Internet, with few indications 
that students were undertaking tasks that academics would consider as indicative of 
higher levels of Internet literacy necessary for academic work (see the Cognitive-
Affective model presented in Section 9.5.2). This was despite undergraduates 
IUHTXHQWO\ LPSO\LQJ WKH ,QWHUQHW¶V DIIRUGDQFHV SUHGRPLQDQWO\ WKH VHDUFK HQJLQH
Google, were almost limitless. In addition, academics were highly FULWLFDORIVWXGHQWV¶
Internet-related abilities, particularly their ability to evaluate information found online. 
There were strong concerns that VWXGHQWV¶are over-confident in their Internet-related 
abilities and that this over-confidence is severely hampering their ability to be receptive 
to new knowledge and have an µRSHQminG¶. Academics¶YLHZV concur with Lea (2009) 
who suggested that VWXGHQWV¶ HYHU\GD\ engagement with the Internet may have 
impaired their ability to treat more academic Internet-related matters seriously. There 
were also concerns that this over-confidence had affected their ability to judge 
appropriate levels of formality when communicating. Overall, students may be what 
µ+LJKHU$PELWLRQV¶ (BIS, 2009) describes as a ³Gigitally self-FRQILGHQW´ population, but 
academics feel it is impeding their ability to become Internet literate. 
11.2.3 'LVSDULWLHVEHWZHHQVWXGHQWV¶DQGDFDGHPLFV¶H[SHFWDWLRQV 
A corollary of the above tension was raised in Section 10.3.1. Students may have 
exaggerated their confidence claims, and unnecessarily used theoretical concepts 
during the research conversations, since they perceived this is what I, as an academic, 
wanted to hear. Articulating high levels of confidence is at odds with what most 
academics in this research were saying. They stressed students should have an open 
mind and be aware of their limitations. This would lead to being receptive to new ideas 
and motivated to learn. A more reserved and cautious approach would be indicative of 
someone who was Internet literate, as opposed to an overly confident approach. I 
would concur with this view. Hence, if students were exaggerating their levels of 
confidence, they may not have sufficiently reflected upon their Internet literacies to 
come to an informed view. Furthermore, as this view persisted to students reached 
   
197 
Level 3, my school may not have provided sufficient opportunities for students to 
critically reflect upon their Internet literacies. 
11.2.4 &RQIOLFWLQJPHVVDJHVDERXWVWXGHQWVDVµ,QWHUQHWQDWLYHV¶ 
Academics held viewV DERXW XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶ ,QWHUQHW-related abilities that were 
consistent with aspects of the digital native-immigrant rhetoric, particularly when 
considering students¶ non-academic Internet-related activities. This was despite also 
FODLPLQJ WKH\ ZHUH XQVXUH DERXW VWXGHQWV¶ ,QWHUQHW-related use. The following 
paragraphs present two conclusions which support the native-immigrant views held by 
DFDGHPLFV¶ and four conclusions that suggest that their use of the native-immigrant 
narrative might be misplaced. 
Students gave the impression that the Internet is fully integrated into their lives (see 
Section 10.1.4) and reported considerable amounts of time on the Internet, 
predominantly using the social networking site Facebook (see Section 2.10). These 
findings are consistent with the larger ECAR (Smith et al., 2009) study. Some students 
felt their excessive use of Facebook was like an addiction, whilst others saw it as 
unproblematic and quite µQDWXUDO¶. Students frequently used the wRUG µQDWXUDO¶ to 
describe their use of the Internet. In most cases it was to emphasise that the choice of 
some Internet technology was more out of habit than a conscious decision based on 
experience or maybe teaching. If students are natives of the Internet landscape, one 
would imagine that they would spend significant amounts of time engaging in Internet-
related activities and their use of the Internet would become habitual. The findings of 
this study seem to support this view. 
The research conversations and Survey of Communication Technology Use found that 
Internet technologies were a popular way in which students communicated, particularly 
with friends and family. Students reported and spoke about having friendships that 
were solely online and how these Internet communications resulted in many face-to-
face friendships (see Section 2.10). If students are Internet natives, one might expect 
students to use the Internet as a key way of communicating and for the Internet to 
become one way of creating and maintaining friendships. This research seems to 
confirm this, but contradicts other research that suggests young people rarely had 
formed relationships with people they had not previously known offline (Livingstone et 
al., 2005) and research which suggests that undergraduates do not use Facebook as 
way of communicating with people they do not already know (Bumgarner, 2007; 
Pempek et al., 2009). 
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However, the analysis of the student focus groups, research conversations and Survey 
of Communication Technology Use challenges academics¶ perceptions that students 
are Internet natives, even within their personal worlds, and supports the four critiques 
of digital native narrative presented earlier (see Section 3.2).  
The first critique relates to the assumption that students are avid users of a diverse 
range of Internet technologies. The analysis concluded that, whilst the Internet 
appeared to be IXOO\LQWHJUDWHGLQWRPDQ\VWXGHQWV¶OLYHV, they used a relatively narrow 
range of Internet-related technologies. For example, students rarely mentioned 
anything other than Google and Facebook during the research conversations and focus 
groups, reported not even knowing some popular Web 2.0 technologies and, despite 
owning camera-enabled mobile phones, few students uploaded their photographs and 
videos to popular Web 2.0 sites like Flickr and YouTube. In addition, students reported 
that the Internet was not their first choice technology to communicate with friends and 
family, preferring to use the phone and text messages. Hence, it appears that the 
Internet is one of many technologies used by students to communicate, but their 
Internet use is not as diverse as the digital native narrative might suggest. 
Secondly, the critiques referred to in Section 3.2 question those Government initiatives 
that assume students welcome or even demand Internet-related technologies in their 
studies. This study found no evidence of this and some evidence that students prefer to 
separate their academic and social use of Internet technologies. For example, Higher 
Ambitions (BIS, 2009) claimed that students are increasingly becoming critical online 
learning consumers. Whilst ,GLGQRWDVNVWXGHQWV¶DERXWWKHLUXVHDQGYLHws about the 
University¶V YLUWXDO OHDUQLQJ HQYLURQPHQW, many conversations referred to how they 
used the Internet in their studies. ,WZDVDV LIXQLYHUVLW\¶VYLUWXDO OHDUQLQJHQYLURQPHQW
was not considered part of the Internet. Hence the findings from this study do not 
concur with Government view that students welcome or even demand Internet-related 
technologies in their studies. It is therefore not surprising that recent JISC strategies 
and studies are tending to focus on using social networking tools to support student 
learning as opposed to centrally supported virtual learning environments.  
The third critique relates to the assumption that students are confident and competent 
with modern technologies including Internet technologies. This study would concur with 
the view that many students who are highly confident with their Internet-related 
abilities, particularly in their ability to find information using the search engine Google. 
However, paralleling undergraduate studies conducted by Hardy (2009), Jones et al   
   
199 
(2010) and Kennedy et al (2008), there were also a significant minority of students who 
were not so confident with their Internet-related abilities and, at beginning of their 
studies, were careful not to let the very confident majority know this for fear of being 
ridiculed. This lack of confidence did not appear to be associated with a particular 
group of students. :KLOVWWKLVVWXG\GLGQRWVHWRXWWRHYDOXDWHVWXGHQWV¶,QWHUQHW-related 
competencies, the academics in my school were critical, sometimes highly critical, of 
VWXGHQWV¶DELOLWLHVWRILQGLQIRUPDWLRQUHODWHGWRWKHLUstudies. They were also concerned 
that their over-confidence sometimes interfered or even prevented them from being 
receptive to new ideas. These views concur with UHVHDUFKWKDWKDVHYDOXDWHGVWXGHQWV¶
online information skills and shown that there are widHYDULDWLRQVLQVWXGHQWV¶DELOLWLHV
(Edwards and Bruce, 2006; Ofcom, 2006; UCL, 2008). Hence, the sweeping 
assumptions associated with the digital native narrative that students are confident and 
competent with Internet technologies, needs to be tempered with evidence that 
suggests this confidence may not necessarily be well-founded. It follows from the third 
critique, that if not all students are confident or competent Internet users, 
undergraduates do not form the homogeneous group that the digital native narrative 
suggests. This is the premise of the fourth critique and hence this study concurs with 
the findings of Bennett (2008), Jones et al  (2010), Jones and Ramanau (2009b; 
2009a), Hardy et al (2009), Hosein et al (2010), Kennedy et al (2008; 2010) and 
Ramanau et al (2010). 
Elsewhere in the liWHUDWXUH DUH FODLPV WKDW WKH QDWXUH RI VWXGHQWV¶ ,QWHUQHW-related 
activity is evolving. Opposing Bruns and Humphreys (2005) finding that online 
FROODERUDWLYH SURGXFWLRQ LV QRZ FRPPRQ SODFH DQG *LOOHQ DQG %DUWRQ¶V (2010) claim 
that distinctions previously made between consumer and producers of information are 
becoming less relevant, students in this study appear to be largely consumers of 
information. This is despite the popularity of Facebook amongst the students studied 
where one might imagine that both the consumption and production of information 
might be prevalent. For example, the Survey of Communication Technology Use 
students reported uploading content to Facebook less than once a week, the second 
most frequent use of the Internet was µJDWKHULQJ QHZV¶ and relatively few students 
RZQHG D EORJ 7KLV EHKDYLRXU VXSSRUWV WKH FRQFOXVLRQV IURP 3HPSHN¶V 86
undergraduate study (Pempek et al., 2009) that many students spent observing content 
on Facebook rather than actually posting content. 
In some respects, the undergraduates that took part in this research could be 
described in ways that parallel digital native narrative, particularly in their use of the 
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Internet outside of their studies. However, whilst the digital native concept might be 
useful in encapsulating many VWXGHQWV¶FRQILGHQFHZLWK, and involvement in, Internet-
related activities, there are many indications that this is a shallow concept and 
undergradXDWHV¶ LQWHUDFWLRQVZLWK ,QWHUQHW-related technologies are little different than 
XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶LQWHUDFWLRQVZLWKtelevision and video media ten years ago. 
11.2.5 Students¶ views of academics¶,QWHUQHWOLWHUDFLHV 
If the digital native-immigrant narrative is applied to the University setting, the converse 
of academics perceiving students as Internet natives might be students perceiving their 
teachers as Internet immigrants. During the Level 1 focus groups and research 
conversations there was evidence that students felt they were µnaturally¶ more Internet 
literate than those that had grown-up without the Internet. As most of their teachers 
would have spent their youth prior to the growth of the Internet, the implication might be 
that students view academics as Internet immigrants. Notwithstanding issues related to 
reflexivity and not wanting to criticise those that had taught them, this area was 
explored in the Level 3 research conversations. Undergraduates claimed that 
academics were an exception to the digital immigrant narrative they had been 
pursuing, and whilst they still felt those older are generally less Internet literate, 
academics were considered experienced with a wide range of Internet technologies. 
Nonetheless, students still felt that academics were more purposeful in their Internet 
use and less inclined to use it to socialise or for recreational purposes. In these areas, 
undergraduates still felt they were the natives. 
11.2.6 Potentially conflicting views about the evaluating the 
trustworthiness of sources  
Most academics perceived that being Internet literate involved being able to evaluate 
information found on the Internet. Typically, they said this was by knowing or 
determining the authority of the Internet source. Beyond coursework, there were no 
indications that students judged the authority of an Internet source, most trusting 
website user ratings, their friends or simply not considering the trustworthiness of the 
source. Lankes (2008) talks about the shift away from notions of authority on the 
Internet towards notions of reliability. Students appear to be embracing this idea. Whilst 
tKLVUHVHDUFKGLGQRWVHWRXWWRH[SORUHDFDGHPLFV¶DQGVWXGHQWV¶YLHZVUHODWHGWRRQOLQH
trustworthiness, tentatively I would suggest that academics and students hold 
fundamentally different views about judging the trustworthiness of an online source. 
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11.2.7 Contrasting views about acquiring Internet skills and 
understandings 
Nearly all Level 1 students claimed that they acquired their Internet skills and 
understandings by µSLFNLQJ it XS¶ and µWUDLO DQG HUURU¶, attributing little credit to their 
previous education, some even sounding disparaging. At Level 3, no student sounded 
disparaging, but few credited their studies for their current Internet-related abilities. This 
contrasts with the view of academics who felt that Internet literacy was something that 
needed to be taught, whether it be their or someone else¶s responsibility. Whilst studies 
have shown tKDW VWXGHQWV DUH KLJKO\ LQIOXHQFHG E\ DFDGHPLFV¶ WHFKQRORJLFDO DQG
information-related practices (for example, Beetham et al., 2009; Lea, 2009), no 
evidence was identified in the student research conversations and focus groups that 
suggest Information School undergraduates were similarly influenced. 
11.2.8 Potential limitations in academics understanding of how students 
use the Internet 
Whilst academics held strong YLHZV DERXW VWXGHQWV¶ ,QWHUQHW OLWHUDFLHV and 
weaknesses, they also confessed to not knowing what they used the Internet for, or 
how they used it. Whilst there was some collaboration between what academics 
suggested students used the Internet for and what students said they used the Internet 
for, academics frequently mentioned uses like instant messaging, gaming and Second 
Life, that students rarely mentioned or reported. In a school where the Internet has 
such a high profile, it is maybe surprising that some academics, particularly those not 
aware of the Survey of Communication Technology Use, did not feel this lack of 
knowledge might sometimes limit their ability to teach effectively. 
11.2.9 Students¶ general learning styles may conflict with Internet learning 
style 
It was particularly evident during the Level 1 focus groups and research conversations 
that some students were reasonably content with their level of Internet skills for the 
purposes that they required the Internet for and would only learn new skills when 
required (see Section 10.1.1). This satisficing attitude towards online learning coincides 
with Entwistle HWDO¶V6XUIDFHDQG6WUDWHJLFDSSURDFKHVWROHDUQLQJDQGVWXG\LQJ 
(see Section 2.11). However, countering this finding, the ASSIST self-assessment 
found that most students had a Strategic-Deep approach to learning as opposed to a 
Strategic-Surface. Hence, notwithstanding the ASSIST test results are only indicative 
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of the research cohort¶VDSSURDFKHVWROHDUQLQJ38VWXGHQWV¶Vatisficing attitude towards 
Internet-related learning appears at odds with their general approach to learning. 
Furthermore, students claimed they had gained their Internet abilities by µtrial and error¶ 
and µSLFNing LW XS¶. However, the Kolb learning style that mostly aligns with this 
DSSURDFKWROHDUQLQJµAccommodative¶RQO\DSSOLHd to 35% of the students who took 
the self-assessment test. Hence, the majority of undergraduates do not have a 
dominant learning style that complements the way in which they claim they gained their 
Internet-related skills and understandings. However, implicit in this statement are many 
assumptions including the legitimacy of extrapolating the findings from the focus 
groups and research conversations to those that participated in the test, the 
TXHVWLRQDEOHUHOLDELOLW\DQGYDOLGLW\RI.ROE¶V/6,DQGWKHZKROe debate surrounding the 
existence on learning styles (Coffield et al., 2004). Regardless, it could be tentatively 
suggested that the learning styles these students bring to online activities may not 
always be compatible with their immediate online learning needs. 
11.2.10 Implications 
It follows that if students feel highly confident in their Internet literacy abilities, view the 
Internet as intrinsically part of their lives, view academics¶,QWHUQHWOLWHUDF\SUDFWLFHVas 
being different than their own, have a relatively unsophisticated perceptions of being 
Internet literate, learn new Internet skills only when needed and see little relevance to 
judging the credibility of an information source, then much Information School Internet-
related teaching may seem irrelevant or even patronising. However, if academics are 
FULWLFDO RI VWXGHQWV¶ DFDGHPLF ,QWHUQHW OLWHUDFLHV YLHZ VWXGHQWV¶ DV ,QWHUQHW QDWLYHV
have multidimensional, multifaceted and multileveled perceptions of being Internet 
literate, view it as their role to teach Internet literacy, place emphasis on the authority of 
information sources, yet have little understanding of how students use the Internet, 
then undergraduate teaching sessions related to the Internet are potentially fraught 
with conflicts and tensions. If VWXGHQWV¶ ,QWHUQHW OHDUQLQJ VW\OHV DQG DSSURDFKHV WR
Internet learning differ from their general learning styles and approaches to learning, 
any tensions and conflicts that may exist in teaching sessions could be intensified. 
Whilst not suggesting this is categorically what is happening in my school, it accords 
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 Section 2.10 notes that the Survey of Communication Technology Use, ASSIST and LSI self-
assessments were conducted on research cohort (55%) and a parallel group of dual degree Information 
Management students (45%). 
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with my own feelings and experiences, and other academics. As one academic 
asserted, students frequently: 
³«IHHO IUXVWUDWHG WKH\VD\ZHNQRZKRZWRVHDUFKZK\DUH\RX WHDFKLQJ
me this? ... students constantly complain saying, are we going to do a 
GHJUHHLQVHDUFKLQJIRUWKUHH\HDUV"«WKH\SHUFHLYHWKHPVHOYHVWREHDEOH
to use VHDUFKHQJLQH´ 
(Academic 04) 
«whilst others used words like ³ILJKW´ and ³EDWWOH´ to describe how difficult he felt it 
was to get students to reflect upon their online behaviour. The implications of such 
tensions and conflicts are, at the very least, not helpful in a school whose academics 
want to facilitate students¶ Internet literacies. 
11.3 Proposals emanating from this research 
This section primarily addresses one of the main aims of this study: To inform School 
discussions and strategy related to unGHUJUDGXDWHV¶ ,QWHUQHW OLWHUDFLHV DQG HIIHFWLYH
pedagogies that enable our undergraduates to become more Internet literate (A2-
2011). Key to achieving this aim was research that IRFXVVHGRQXQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶DQG
DFDGHPLFV¶SHUFHSWLRQV of Internet literacy. Perceptions were highlighted due to their 
influence on behaviour, including learning (see Section 1.6)6WXGHQW¶VSHUFHSWLRQVRI
EHLQJ ,QWHUQHW OLWHUDWH RI WKHLU WHDFKHUV¶ ,QWHUQHW OLWHUDFLHV DQG KRZ WKH\ OHDUQW WR
become Internet literate, will influence the extent to which they are receptive towards, 
and internalise, learning activities that promote Internet literacies, and the extent to 
which they incorporate their Internet literacies elsewhere in their studies. Conversely, 
DFDGHPLFV¶SHUFHSWLRQVRIVWXGHQWV¶,QWHUQHWOLWHUDFLHVRIEHLQJ,QWHUQHWOLWHUDWHDQGRI
Internet literacy, will influence the learning outcomes they propose and the pedagogies 
WKH\HPSOR\LQFOXGLQJDQGEH\RQGDQ\VSHFLILFDFWLYLWLHVWKDWSURPRWHVWXGHQWV¶,QWHUQHW
literacies. Applying Guba and Lincoln¶V (1989a) ontological criterion that authentic 
research should elevate the consciousnesses of all those involved, I propose that: 
P1-2011: Undergraduates should explore their DQGRWKHUV¶understandings of Internet 
literacy so as to develop a better understanding of themselves as Internet literate 
people. 
P2-2011: Undergraduates need to better understand the contribution of their studies to 
facilitating their Internet literacies so as to increase the likelihood that they are 
receptive to any Internet literacy-related teaching. 
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P3-2011: Undergraduates need to reflect upon the relationship between their approach 
to learning Internet literacies and their overall learning style, to help align the two and 
better exploit learning situations. 
P4-2011: Undergraduates need to experience situations where their Internet literacies 
are challenged and then have opportunities to reflect upon these experiences in order 
that they gain a more informed understanding of their own Internet-related abilities and 
in turn are more likely to internalise any Internet literacy-related learning. 
P5-2011: Undergraduates need to reflect upon the extent to which the digital native-
immigrant narrative may have unconsciously influenced their attitudes towards their 
RZQ DQG RWKHUV¶ ,QWHUQHW OLWHUDFLHV VR DV WR EHFRPH PRUH LQIRUPHG OHDUQHUV DQG
information managers.  
P6-2011: Academics need to reflect upon the role of Internet literacies in their own 
teaching and the School to help ensure student have the Internet literacies for their 
studies, life-long learning and their future information management-related roles. 
P7-2011: Academics need to reflect upon their own role in the promotion of more 
Internet literate students so as to exploit any opportunities that might arise. 
P8-2011: Academics need to become more aware of the diversity of perceptions of 
Internet literacy that exist in the School and the literature so as to broaden their own 
understandings of what it means to be an Internet literate student and how their own 
teaching could facilitate this. 
P9-2011: Academics need to become more aware XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶ Internet literacies, 
and their understandings of being an Internet literate student, to help ensure the 
effectiveness of their curriculum interventions. 
P10-2011: Academics need to reflect upon the relationship between their current views 
for judging the trustworthiness of an online source, that used by students, and that 
promoted by newer conceptions of literacy, so as to ensure any views and methods 
adopted are relevant and appropriate for the digital age 
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11.4 Use of models and frameworks 
The various frameworks and models developed and referred to in this study to satisfy 
research objective O3-2008 could be used to promote and inform discussions related 
WR GHYHORSLQJ VWXGHQWV¶ ,QWHUQHW OLWHUDFLHV ,Q DGGLWLRQ WKH VDPH IUDPHZRUNV DQG
models could be embedded withLQ WHDFKLQJ VLWXDWLRQV ZKHUH VWXGHQWV¶ ,QWHUQHW
literacies were being promoted. In particular: 
The various conceptions of Internet literacy promoted by organisations, educationalists 
and governments, present a bewildering array of perspectives and understandings. 
The framework developed for comparing and contrasting various conceptions of 
Internet literacy (see Table 5.1) could be used by academics and students to clarify 
their own position with regards to Internet literacy and enable other conceptions to be 
PRUH HDVLO\ FRPSDUHG DQG FRQWUDVWHG ,W ZDV WHQWDWLYHO\ DSSOLHG WR DFDGHPLFV¶
perceptions of Internet literacy (see Figure 11.2) and revealed an overall school profile 
that could be used to inform and promote P\VFKRRO¶V Internet literacy discussions. 
7KHPRGHOGHYHORSHGWRHQFDSVXODWHDFDGHPLFV¶SHUFHSWLRQVRI Internet literacy (see 
Figure 9.1) illustrates the diversity of views found to exist when the research took 
place. This model could be revisited by current academics39 to judge the extent to 
which it still applies and if any revisions need to be made. The model presented above 
(see Figure 11.3) could be tentatively presented to illustrate the gap between what 
academics perceive as Internet literacy and what undergraduates perceive. The model 
could also facilitate an evaluation of the current Information Management curriculum to 
determine the extent to which it provides opportunities to develop the competencies, 
capabilities and qualities, and highlight potential omissions. 
The analysis of the academic research conversations revealed that academics in my 
school collectively expressed DOO RI %ORRP¶V FRJQLWLYH NQRZOHGJH DQG DIIHFWLYH
taxonomy levels, although individual academics emphasised different aspects. The 
Cognitive-Affective Model (See Figure 9.2) developed could be used by the academics 
in my school to evaluate its current undergraduate curriculum with respect its Internet-
related cognitive and affective objectives. It could also be used as a framework for 
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 13 of the original 17 academics involved with this research still teach our undergraduates. 4 new 
academics have joined the department and the 2 academics were not available at the time the research 
was conducted. 
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developing the Internet-related cognitive and affective aspects of any new Internet 
literacies intervention. 
Academics could use the JISC learning design framework (see Table 6.2) for 
comparing and contrasting learning designs and pedagogies, and reflect upon the 
research conducted by Walton and Hepworth (2011) where a research design which 
emphasised the more constructive and situative perspectives of learning, was 
SDUWLFXODU XVHIXO IRU SURPRWLQJ XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶ RQOLQH HYDOXDWLRQ VNLOOV 7KDW LV WKH\
promoted an Internet literacy pedagogy that involved goal-centred activities, learning 
by doing, and the construction of meaning via conversation and ongoing negotiation 
between learners. 
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Chapter 12: Conclusions 
This thesis began by asking a set of tentative questions related to my experiences 
teaching undergraduates and how my observations did not align with the Internet savvy 
rhetoric portrayed by the various Net Generation, Digital Native and Millennials 
narratives. By conceptualising this knowledge in terms of µ,QWHUQHW OLWHUDFLHV¶, as 
opposed to a set of skills or understandings, and by also considering the views and 
understandings of academics that are central to facilitating the development of Internet 
literacies, a multifaceted and multidimensional understanding of my original tentative 
questions evolved. 
The first aim of this research was related to XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶ ,QWHUQHW OLWHUDFLHV DQG
their views about Internet literacy education (A1-2011). Internet literacies were defined 
in Section 5.4 as the abilities a person or social group draws upon when interacting 
with Internet technologies to derive or produce meaning, and the social, learning and 
work-related practices that these abilities are applied to. This definition highlights the 
two perspectives: µOLWHUDF\DVFRJQLWLYHDELOLWLHV¶DQG µOLWHUDF\DVDSUDFWLFH¶Using the 
research questions as structure, the following paragraphs summarise the findings and 
conclusions associated with the first research aim. 
RQ1-2008: What are undergraduates¶ conceptions of the Internet and experiences of 
Internet-related technologies? 
Students tended to view the Internet as a vast information resource or a collection of 
Web pages. Despite having studied modules where other conceptions of the Internet 
and other Internet-related technologies were promoted, three years of study appeared 
to have heightened, rather than lessened, this view. Students also claimed to use a 
surprisingly narrow range of Internet-related technologies, with few students claiming to 
use popular Web 2.0 technologies like Flickr or Twitter. Of the few Web 2.0 sites 
mentioned by students, it was online social networking site Facebook that dominated. 
Students appeared to devote considerable energy to maintaining their Facebook 
presence and µlurking¶, with many describing how distracting they felt it was, some 
describing it as an addiction. Social pressure was the main reason for this perceived 
excessive use of Facebook, and also the initial reason for creating a profile. 
  
   
208 
RQ2-2008: To what extent do undergraduates value the Internet and Internet-related 
technologies?  
After three years of study, students still felt they could do almost anything on the 
Internet, particularly in terms of its capability to satisfy their information needs. This 
tended to FHQWUDOLVHDURXQGVWXGHQWV¶HDVHDWILQGLQJLQIRUPDWLRQXVLQJVHDUFKHQJLQH
Google. :LWKVXFKDSRVLWLYHSHUFHSWLRQVRIWKH,QWHUQHW¶VDIIRUGDQFHVLWLVPD\EHQRW
surprising that the Internet appeared to be seamlessly integrated into their daily lives. 
Students were also unanimous praising the affordances that Facebook facilitated, 
claiming it satisfied various social and digital needs in one convenient location.  
RQ3-:KDWDUHXQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶SHUFHSWLRQVof being Internet literate?  
At Level 1, students described those that were more Internet literate as being more 
efficient and successful at using the Internet to achieve online tasks, particularly to find 
information. This view persisted at Level 3, although students also felt DSHUVRQ¶VDELOLW\
to evaluate online sources was important. To a lesser extent, students felt being aware 
of online privacy issues, and having certain technical and communication skills, were 
important. 
RQ4-2008: To what extent do undergraduates perceive themselves as Internet literate?  
Students appeared highly confident with their Internet-related abilities, particularly to 
satisfy their own information-related needs. However there was also a not so confident 
and less-vocal minority. Those students who were confident at Level 1 appeared more 
confident at the end of their studies, whereas the less confident minority at Level 1 
appeared just as insecure.  
RQ5-2008: How do undergraduates perceive they have become Internet literate prior 
to starting their university studies?  
Students perceived a minimum set of basic skills and understandings necessary to use 
the Internet. With these basics students felt you could then teach yourself to become 
Internet literate. Most students felt they taught themselves when needs arose as 
opposed to feeling they have been previously taught. On the rare occasions that they 
needed support, students sought the advice of someone they perceived as Internet 
literate. 8QGHUO\LQJ PDQ\ VWXGHQWV¶ DWWLWXGHV ZDV ZKDW PLJKW EH GHVFULEHG DV D
satisficing attitude towards online learning. That is, they claimed that they only learnt as 
much as they needed to know. 
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RQ6-2008: How do undergraduates perceive the value of their pre-university teaching?  
Students were generally disparaging of their pre-university education, claiming it had 
either provided them with the basic skills to use the Internet or claiming it had taught 
them nothing. 
RQ1-2011: To what extent are undergraduates, critical and sophisticated users of the 
Internet technologies, seamlessly integrating them into their lives? 
This study found little evidence to support the narrative promoted by post-2008 national 
reports and strategies that the students are critical or sophisticated users of Internet 
technologies. On the contrary, students appeared to select technologies according to 
social pressure or habit as opposed to any critical reflection. In addition, sWXGHQWV¶XVH
of Internet technologies was more mundane, being related to supporting their hectic 
social lives than anything radically different. However, there was evidence of even the 
least frequent users of the Internet seamlessly integrating Internet technologies into 
their social lives (see also RQ2-2008 above). 
RQ2-2011: To what extent do undergraduates demand Internet technologies and 
pedagogies in their studies? 
This study found no evidence to support the narrative promoted by post-2008 national 
reports and strategies that students demand Internet technologies and pedagogies 
within their studies. 
RQ3-2011: To what extent do my school¶V ,QIRrmation Management undergraduates 
perceive their university studies have developed their Internet literacies? 
There was wide variation in the extent to which students felt their university studies had 
impacted upon their Internet literacies. Some claimed that their entire degree was 
related to ensuring they were Internet literate, whereas others felt their studies had only 
improved their abilities to find online academic information. 
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RQ4-2011: To what extent do undergradXDWHV¶ ,QWHUQHW OLWHUDFLHV DQGSHUFHSWLRQVRI
being Internet literate, evolve through their university studies? 
Despite three years of studying Information Management, where a range of Internet 
literacies were developed as part of their degree, VWXGHQWV¶ perceptions of being 
Internet literate were narrow and unsophisticated FRPSDUHG WR WKHLU WHDFKHUV¶. Whilst 
students claimed their academic online information seeking practices had changed, 
there was no evidence of other Internet-related practices or their perceptions of being 
Internet literate had evolved. In addition, given that the Information School promotes 
the Information Management degrees as providing students with the necessary skills to 
cope in an Information Society, there were a surprising number of students who felt 
overwhelmed by the amount of information available online. 
The third research aim was related to exploring DFDGHPLFV¶ SHUFHSWLRQV RI
XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶,QWHUQHWOLWHUDFLHVZKDWLWPHDQVWREHDQ,QWHUQHWOLWHUDWHVWXGHQWDQG
their views about Internet literacy education (A3-2011). Using the research questions 
as structure, the following paragraphs summarise the findings and conclusions 
associated with this research aim. 
RQ7-2008: To what extent do academics value the Internet and Internet-related 
technologies? 
There was almost unanimous agreement that the Internet had profoundly transformed 
DFDGHPLFV¶ way of working. However, there were mixed feelings regarding whether 
these changes were welcome, being particularly concerned with the amount of time 
spent communicating via e-mail and how the Internet has brought work into their 
homes. A minority of academics appeared to resent these changes and retained pre-
Internet practices wherever possible. Academics also varied attitudes towards using 
Internet technologies outside of work, from indifference to feeling concerned they were 
not keeping-up. 
RQ8-2008: To what extent do academics perceive themselves as Internet literate? 
Academics claimed to be confident using the Internet to find academic content, but 
generally felt less confident with their technical Internet-related abilities and their 
abilities to seriously engage with Web 2.0 technologies. 
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RQ9-2008:KDWDUHDFDGHPLFV¶SHUFHSWLRQVRIXQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶,QWHUQHWH[SHULHQFHV" 
Academics were unsure what undergraduates used the Internet for and how they used 
it, although most presumed online social networking sites like Facebook would figure 
JUHDWO\LQVWXGHQWV¶OLYHV  
RQ10-2008: To what extent do academics perceive their students are, or have to be, 
Internet literate? 
$FDGHPLFV ZHUH DOPRVW XQDQLPRXV LQ WKHLU FRQFHUQ ZLWK VWXGHQWV¶ SRRU DFDGHPLF-
related Internet skills, particularly in their ability to locate information and evaluate 
online sources. No clear picture emerged about when academics felt Internet literacy 
skills should be taught. Some felt that students should be Internet literate when they 
start their university studies, whilst others felt these skills should be developed at Level 
1 or throughout VWXGHQWV¶VWXGLHV 
RQ11-2008 :KDW DUH DFDGHPLFV¶ SHUceptions of, and pedagogies for, Internet 
literacy? 
$FDGHPLFV¶KHOGPXOWL-perspective, multifaceted and multileveled perceptions of what it 
means to be an Internet literate student. Three primary perspectives and composite 
facets were identified: Internet literacies as competencies comprising of ethics, ICT and 
security; Internet literacies as capabilities comprising of employability, exploitation and 
citizenship; and Internet literacies as qualities comprising of being motivated, having an 
open-mind and being empathetic. In addition, the analysis showed that academics 
used the full range of %ORRP¶V 5HYLVHG 7D[RQRP\ WKUHH GLPHQVLRQV to describe an 
Internet literate student: cognitive processes, knowledge and affective, although 
individual academics tended to stress certain categories or dimensions. Furthermore, 
academics perceived being literate is either about achieving a level of proficiency or 
about becoming progressively more able.  
Academics tended to associate Internet literacy with online information literacy, viewing 
the two literacies as synonymous, perceiving Internet literacy as overlapping 
information literacy, or perceiving one as the subset of the other. Academics either felt 
Internet literacy teaching should be embedded within credited modules or felt it could 
be taught as a stand-alone module. Academics viewed Internet literacy education as 
involving higher-order thinking skills incorporating some level of critical thinking or 
reflection. 
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RQ12-2008: Whose role do academics feel it is to facilitate Internet literate students? 
Academics described two principal levels of responsibility for teaching students Internet 
literacies: it was viewed as the responsibility of all academics or it should be devolved 
to an academic that who was a specialist in this area. 
Two research questions bridge the outcome of the two research aims summarised so 
far (A1-2011 and A3-2011). These are presented in the following paragraphs. 
RQ5-2011:  To what extent is the digital native-immigrant rhetoric prevalent amongst 
the academics and undergraduates in the Information School? 
Academics LPSOLHG WKDW VWXGHQWV¶ UHODWLRQVKLS ZLWK WKH ,QWHUQHW ZDV IXQGDPHQWDOO\
different than their own, and that these differences might be generational. 
Undergraduates maintained two viewpoints regarding how they perceive the Internet 
literacies of those older than them. Firstly, as they learn quicker and have µgrown up¶ 
with the Internet, they must be more experienced than the older generation who tend to 
be more cautious and less likely to play. However, they also maintain that their 
OHFWXUHUV¶ ,QWHrnet skills and understandings should be at least as good their own. 
Hence, the digital native-immigrant rhetoric is prevalent amongst our undergraduates, 
but they appeared to be unaware of contradictory perceptions. 
RQ13-2008 :KDW >GLV@SDULWLHV H[LVW EHWZHHQ XQGHUJUDGXDWH¶ DQG DFDGHPLFV¶
perceptions of Internet literacy? 
There was some parity between XQGHUJUDGXDWH¶DQGDFDGHPLFV¶SHUFHSWLRQVRI,QWHUQHW
literacy in terms of ICT and security-related competencies. However, in contrast to the 
multidimensional, multifaceted and multileveled perceptions of Internet literacy and 
being Internet literate presented by academics, students struggled to describe what 
they felt it meant to be Internet literate, particularly in relation to seeking online 
information. 
Charmaz (2006) conceptualises research as a µMRXUQH\¶ and the sense we make of this 
journey takes the form in the completed work. To help readers judge the journey and its 
outcomes, I will frame the discussion around Lincoln and Guba (1985) trustworthiness 
criteria, Charmaz (2006) criteria for Constructivist Grounded Theory studies and Guba 
DQG/LQFROQ¶V (1989a) authenticity criteria.  
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12.1 Contribution and usefulness 
This research makes contributions at three levels: my own teaching; teaching within 
information schools and departments; and the wider educational-related literature. 
These three levels are discussed in more detail in the following paragraphs. 
Firstly, tKLV UHVHDUFK KDV FRQWULEXWHG WR P\ RZQ XQGHUVWDQGLQJ RI XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶
Internet literacies and will enable me to better align my teaching to VWXGHQWV¶QHHGVDQG
experiences. For example, I coordinate and teach a module that aims to improve Level 
XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶ information literacy abilities and their understandings of information 
literacy. By all external measures, this was a successful module last year: most 
students passed, attendance remained relatively stable and student module 
HYDOXDWLRQVZHUHSRVLWLYH+RZHYHU WKHUHZDVDQRYHUDOO IHHOLQJ WKDWVWXGHQWV µGLGQ¶W
JHW LW¶ and lacked motivation to really engage with the topics covered. The 
conscientious student referred to in the Introduction (Section 1.1) who typed, ³What are 
the factors that might cause Climate Change?´ into Google, was a student in this 
module. Having conducted this research, I have a better understanding as to why the 
module ultimately failed to achieve its learning objectives. Primarily, I now feel the 
VWXGHQWV¶RQOLQHLQIRUPDWLRQOLWHUDFLHVZHUHQHYHUUHDOO\FKDOOHQJHG)RUWKLV\HDU,ZLOO
begin with the premise that their online information literacy confidence is based on a 
narrow conception of information literacy and years of successfully finding information 
online, primarily via using the search engine Google, has led them to overestimate their 
confidence. This research has underlined the need to provide opportunities that allow 
students to assess their own abilities and understandings on a range of online 
information literacy tasks, from those that might be familiar to those that might 
challenge the most information literate student. In addition, the Internet literacy triangle 
(Figure 9.1) and the Internet literacies grid (see Table 5.1) could be used as a starting 
point for students to reflect upon and develop their own understanding of online 
information literacy and what it means to be an information literate student. 
Secondly, this research could inform discussions related VWXGHQWV¶ Internet literacies 
within other university departments (see Section 11.4). In particular, the disparities and 
tensions identified in Section 11.2 may resonate with academics in other information 
schools and departments. The implications for their success their curricula are 
profound. Whilst the proposals (see Section 11.3) to resolve these disparities and 
tensions relate to my own School, academics in other information schools and 
departments may find them relevant. In addition, they may find the various models and 
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frameworks developed in this research helpful in analysing and designing curricula 
(see Section 11.4). The Internet literacy triangle (see Figure 9.1) has already informed 
discussions in my own School related to the technical strand of a new Informatics 
undergraduate degree. It encapsulates the fundamental perspectives and facets of 
Internet literacy that academics in my school felt were important for students to be 
successful in their studies and beyond.  
Thirdly, this research has contributes to the literature that critiques digital native-
immigrant narratives (see Section 3.2). It questions those assumptions which cast 
students as a homogeneous group, avidly using of a wide range of Internet 
technologies. More significantly, this research adds a new dimension: WKDWRIVWXGHQWV¶
teachers, who are cast as digital immigrants by the rhetoric and whose Internet-related 
experiences and views about being Internet literate have hitherto not been considered 
(see Chapter 9). More generally, the Internet literacies grid (Table 5.1) presented in 
Section 5.3 may be a useful and novel conceptual tool for others to position the 
numerous conceptions of literacy that are related to the Internet relative to other 
conceptions40. The Cognitive-Affective Model proposed and demonstrated in Section 
9.5.2 could also be a useful tool to conceptualise and categorise learning outcomes 
more generally. Finally, the Internet literacy triangle (Figure 9.1) represents the 
collective views of a sample of national and international leaders in information-related 
research. As such, it adds a valuable (albeit limited to the Internet) contribution to 
recent literature attempting to define what it means to be a digitally literate student. 
12.2 Credibility 
Having now spent almost seven years within my school, over a thousand hours 
teaching undergraduates and transcribed over half a million words, I feel in a strong 
position to claim that I understand the subtleties of, and am empathetic towards, the 
research context. However, prolonged and intensive engagement with the research 
context does not automatically lead to trust between me and the research participants 
or negate issues related to my role in the information collection. Hence, I have adopted 
a reflexive stance throughout the study and, where my research decisions and actions 
could potentially affect the outcomes of the research, I have explicitly drawn the 
UHDGHUV¶ attention to them (see Sections 8.3.5, 9.2 and 10.3). For example, I have 
                                               
40
 For example, a search of the Library and Information Science Abstracts (LISA) database found 736 
articles that contained the words Internet AND OLWHUDF\25OLWHUDFLHVLQWKHDUWLFOH¶VDEVWUDFWDQGDUWLFOHV
contained these terms in the title. 
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attempted to be candid about power-related issues related to the researcher-student 
relationship. Not only has this arguably given my research more credibility, it has also 
led to IXUWKHULQVLJKWVLQWRVWXGHQWV¶SHUFHSWLRQVRIEHLQJ,QWHUQHWOLWHUDWHDQGSRWHQWLDO
failings in the School to provide sufficient opportunities for students to critically reflect 
upon their Internet literacies. 
To further add credibility to this research, I have endeavoured to represent all views 
and understandings revealed during the analysis of the focus groups and research 
conversations, even if those views and understandings did not entirely coincide with 
the narrative I was presenting. Negative Case Analysis was used to illuminate potential 
cases that were odds with the tentative hypotheses I was developing. These were 
either accommodated into more refined hypotheses or explicitly exposed as deviating 
from the hypothesis being developed. For example, in Section 9.4.5 I revealed one 
DFDGHPLF¶V SHUspective on Internet literacy that seemed contrary to all other 
DFDGHPLFV¶YLHZV Rather than dismissing the perspective as an anomaly, an additional 
delimitation of the Internet literacy triangle model was included, and the perspective 
included in the overall narrative. 
The credibility of this research is also increased if there is some triangulation of 
methods employed, the results of any analysis are checked with participants (member 
checking) and the research outcomes resonate with all participants¶ YLHZV DQG
experiences. These areas are discussed in the next sections. 
12.3 Resonance 
The conclusions from this research are primarily the product of my own analysis and 
reflections. However, my conclusions were discussed with my PhD supervisor and 
close colleagues at various stages in the research cycle. Notwithstanding potential 
reflexive issues related to using research participants to offer additional credibility to 
this research, their feedback suggests that the research conclusions have resonance 
with their own perceptions, views and feelings. In addition, the analysis of all student 
and academic information gathering was been shared with respective participants 
towards the end of this inquiry. Whilst this member checking phase did not lead any 
extended dialogue, all those participants that responded felt I had fairly represented 
their views. 
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12.4 Transferability 
The outcomes of this research have (see Section 12.1) and will inform school 
discussions and strateJ\ UHODWHG WR XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶ ,QWHUQHW OLWHUDFLHV DQG GHYHORS
effective pedagogies to enable our undergraduates to become more Internet literate 
(research aim: A2-2011). As stated in Section 12.1, aspects of this research that may 
transfer to other university departments. The transferability of the findings is subject to 
the ideographic delimitation of all constructivist research. That is, the findings may have 
broader applicability if, as a result of reading Chapter 2, readers feel sufficient 
contextual similarities between the context of this research and their own situation. 
Many information schools and departments would satisfy this proviso. Indeed, many 
university departments whose curricula are dependent on students accessing in the 
Internet may find value in the research findings. 
12.5 Dependability and confirmability 
The dependability of the outcomes from this study primarily arises from the use of 
triangulation and the creation of an inquiry audit trail. The analysis of the 
undergraduate and academic research conversations has been triangulated in two 
ways. Firstly, in addition to coding the all the research conversation transcripts using 
%ORRP¶VFDWHJRULHVDOOWKHWUDQVFULSWVZHUHDQDO\VHGWZLFHXVLQJGLIIHUHQWFRGHQDPLQJ
techniques (see Section 8.3.1). The categories from both analyses were merged to 
produce a more refined set of categories that subsumed the individual codes. 
Secondly, the results from the Survey of Communication Technology Use and learning 
style self-assessments augmented the conclusions drawn from analysing the 
undergraduate focus group and research conversations (see Sections 11.2).  
Auditors could satisfy themselves with the dependability and confirmability of this 
research by studying copies of every document saved during each project working day 
of this study. These have been archived on an external hard drive purchased with 
money gained from a University Senate Award for learning and teaching. These files 
would enable an inquiry auditor to vicariously experience the research process that 
took place and reassure themselves that a rigorous and dependable research process 
was undertaken. In addition, readers of this study can reassure themselves of the 
confirmability of the research that took place by reflecting upon how I have attempted 
to represent the research context and multiple perspectives of the participants, and its 
meticulous internal and external referencing. 
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12.6 Authenticity and final comment 
The authenticity of this study has yet to be fully realised. The conclusions of this 
research have yet to be fully shared with all colleagues. However, judging from the 
strong and sometimes passionate views expressed during the research conversations, 
SDUWLFXODUO\ UHJDUGLQJ VWXGHQWV¶ academic Internet literacies, I feel confident that the 
conclusions of this research will resonate with their feelings and they will feel 
sufficiently motivated to want to bring Internet literacies to the forefront of P\VFKRRO¶V 
learning and teaching agenda. Furthermore, my own understandings of 
XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶ ,QWHUQHW OLWHUDFLHVDQGDFDGHPLFV¶ ,QWHUQHW OLWHUDF\-related views has 
transformed as a result of conducting this research. I feel that I have addressed my 
over-arching question: µ:KDWLVJRLQJRQ"¶6HFWLRQ). 
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Appendices 
1. Terminology 
Various terms used in the Internet-related literature are used inconsistently and 
ambiguously. In this section I briefly highlight the issues surrounding the use of the 
terms µLQWHUQHW¶ (lowercase ³i´), µ,QWHUQHW¶ (uppercase ³I´), µ:RUOG:LGH:HE¶, µ:HE¶, 
µRQOLQH¶ and µGLJLWDO¶, and state how they are used throughout this thesis. 
The term µ,QWHUQHW¶ is typically used in the literature to loosely mean a worldwide set of 
linked computers, and the resources and technologies they support.  Within technical 
network discussions it has a more specific meaning, referring to a particular worldwide 
set of interconnected computer networks that adheres to the TCP-IP protocol (Berners-
Lee, 1999; Parziale et al., 2006). The common noun version with a lowercase initial 
letter refers to any interconnected network adhering to any protocol. That is, there are 
many µLQWHUQHWV¶, but only one µ,QWHUQHW¶. As there appears to be no consistency in its 
use, even within the technical literature (Parziale et al., 2006) or consensus of its 
spelling (see discussion in Blanche C, 2008), this thesis uses the proper noun version 
to mean the applications and technologies enabled by the Internet, and the resources 
that it makes potentially available. 
7KH FRQIXVLRQ RYHU WKH XVH RI WKH WHUPV µ,QWHUQHW¶ DQG µLQWHUQHW¶ KLJKOLJKWV DQRWKer 
common misconception which arguably has more relevance to this thesis; many people 
use the terms µ,QWHUQHW¶ and µ:RUOG:LGH:HE¶ (often abbreviated to Web or WWW) 
interchangeably (Webopedia, 2010a). However, the terms are not synonymous and, 
whilst the World Wide Web is supported by the Internet, the Internet is not the World 
Wide Web. The World Wide Web is an additional layer or protocol (HTTP) on the 
,QWHUQHW¶V SURWRFROV 7&3-IP) that supports the transfer of Hypertext of Markup 
Language (HTML) documents or web pages (Berners-Lee, 1999; Parziale et al., 2006). 
Hence, whilst many e-mail, chat or video streaming applications require users to 
interact with a Web page, the underlying technology may not be HTTP. In addition 
applications like Second Life and Thunderbird use the Internet and not the World Wide 
Web. This thesis distinguishes between the terms µ,QWHUQHW¶ and µ:RUOG:LGH:HE¶ and, 
as the World Wide Web is a proper noun, capitalises the abbreviated version Web. 
The terms µRQOLQH¶ and µGLJLWDO¶ are also used ambiguously in the literature. The former 
tends to have two meanings; an electrical device like a printer is ³WXUQHG RQ DQG
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FRQQHFWHG´ or a user ³LV FRQQHFWHG WR D FRPSXWHU VHUYLFH WKURXJK D PRGHP´ 
(Webopedia, 2010b). Typically, the ³FRPSXWHU VHUYLFH´ PLJKW EH D XVHU¶V ,QWHUQHW
Service Provider (ISP) and the user thus able to access the Internet or World Wide 
Web. This use of the term µRQOLQH¶ is used throughout this thesis. The term µGLJLWDO¶ is 
frequently used in the literature as a synonym for the Internet. However, its use in the 
*RYHUQPHQW¶V 'LJLWDO %ULWDLQ (BIS & DCMS, 2009) report is much broader including 
discussions about digital radio and television broadcasting transition, and digital mobile 
and Internet communication infrastructures. This broader meaning of the term µGLJLWDO¶ is 
used throughout this thesis. 
Within the literature, authors distinguish between µ:HE¶ and µ:HE¶. The term 
µ:HE¶ ZDVSRSXODULVHGDQGDUJXDEO\FRLQHGE\2¶5HLOO\(2005) to describe what he 
perceived as a new Web paradigm. Contrasting Web 2.0 with what he called Web 1.0, 
2¶5HLOO\ (2005) highlighted seven fundamental differences. Paraphrasing, these were: 
the Web as service as opposed to a platform; the harnessing of the collective 
intelligence of its Web users as opposed to some authoritarian organisation; the central 
role of data as opposed to software; users as application co-developers as opposed to 
passive receivers of organisational developed software; programming models aimed at 
users as opposed to specialised programmers; software packages that run on multi-
platforms as opposed to just a personal computer; full-scale applications as opposed to 
single purpose applications. Examples of Web 2.0 applications frequently cited include 
social networking sites like Facebook, micro-blogging sites like Twitter, photograph 
sharing sites like Flickr and bookmark sharing sites like Del.icio.us (Cox et al., 2008). 
Contrasting with 2¶5HLOO\¶V(2005) technical business-centric notion of Web 2.0, Gillen 
and Barton (2010:10) focus on social practice aspects of Web 2.0 defining it as ³WKH
proliferation of tools on the Internet that are allowing so many to become involved in 
collaboration, creativity, not least in finding various ways of representing and 
performLQJ UROHV DQG LGHQWLWLHV´ (Gillen and Barton, 2010:10). A combination of the 
technical-business and social practice perceptions of Web 2.0 is used in this thesis, 
since they are not contradictory. 
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2. Original information sheet (2008) 
You are being invited to take part in a research project. Before you decide it is 
important for you to understand why the research is being done and what it will involve. 
Please take time to read the answers to the following questions and discuss them with 
others if you wish. Feel free to ask any more questions and then decide whether or not 
you wish to take part.  
1. What is the title of the project? 
$FDGHPLFV¶DQG6WXGHQWV¶3HUFHSWLRQVRIEHLQJµ,QWHUQHW/LWHUDWH¶ 
2. What is the purpose of the project? 
The purpose of the project is to discover VWXGHQWV¶DQGWKHLUDFDGHPLFV¶SHUFHSWLRQVRI
ZKDWLWPHDQVWREHOLWHUDWHLQWKHµ'LJLWDO$JH¶ 
3. Why have I been chosen? 
[Students] You are a BA or BSc level 1 student at University of XX¶V'HSDUWPHQWRIXX 
who has previously taken part in an exploratory interview to discover perceptions of 
ZKDWLWPHDQVWREHOLWHUDWHLQWKHµ'LJLWDO$JH¶ 
[Academics] You are an academic of University of XX¶V 'HSDUWPHQW RI XX teaching 
Level 1 BA and/or BSc students. 
4. Do I have to take part? 
Taking part in this project is voluntary. If you do decide to take part this would be much 
appreciated. However, you can still withdraw at any time without any prejudice or 
repercussions. In addition, you will not be asked to give any reasons for your decision. 
5. What will happen to me if I take part? 
We will spend the next 60 minutes developing the issues raised and the conclusions 
UHDFKHG GXULQJ WKH H[SORUDWRU\ LQWHUYLHZV VWXGHQWV¶ SHUFHSWLRQV RI EHLQJ GLJLWDlly 
OLWHUDWHLQWKHµ'LJLWDO$JH¶ 
You will incur no financial costs by participating in this project. A light lunch and/or 
refreshments will be provided free of charge. 
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6. What are the possible disadvantages and risks of taking part? 
Taking part in this interview will take some of your time (approximately 60 minutes). 
There are few, if any risks, and you can be assured that any contributions made will be 
kept confidential and made anonymous. You can also be reassured that taking part will 
not prejudice your academic grades.  
7. What are the possible benefits of taking part? 
In addition to being interesting and potential beneficial to your own studies, the 
research will increase understanding of an area that underpins much teaching in 
university academic departments and in particular inform policy and curricular decision 
making within the Department of XX. Towards the end of the project you will also 
UHFHLYHDVXPPDU\RIWKHSURMHFW¶VILQGLQJV 
8. What happens if the research study stops earlier than expected? 
In the unlikely event that the research is prematurely terminated, you will be notified 
and that any interesting outcomes will be communicated. 
9. What if something goes wrong? 
If you feel uncomfortable about any aspect of the project, please feel free to raise the 
issue with me, or alternatively, XX. If you still feel unhappy, please contact the 
8QLYHUVLW\¶V5HJLVWUDUDQG6HFUHWDU\$OOFRQWDFWGHWDLOVDUHOLVWHGEHORZ 
10. Will my taking part in this project be kept confidential? 
All the information collected during the course of the research will be kept strictly 
confidential. You will not be able to be identified in any interview notes, reports, 
summaries or publications.  
Participants are asked to respect the confidentiality of all comments made during the 
focus group. 
11. What will happen to the results of the research project? 
The results of the research will be published in my PhD thesis and hopefully form the 
basis of articles written for academic journals. As mentioned previously, all participants 
will be sent a summary of the research findings. There are no plans to use the data 
collected for any other purpose. Should this happen, your written consent will be 
obtained first. 
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12. Who is organising and funding the research? 
The research is funded by the University of XX. The light lunch and/or refreshments are 
funded E\WKHUHVHDUFKHU¶V Senate Award 
13. Who has ethically reviewed the project? 
This project has been ethically approved via the University of XX¶V'HSDUWPHQWRIXX 
Ethics Review procedure. 
14. Contact for further information 
[omitted] 
Finally, I would like to thank you for considering taking part in this research and look 
forward to meeting you. 
Yours sincerely 
 
Peter Stordy 
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3. Student information sheet (2011) 
You are being invited to take part in a research project. Before you decide it is 
important for you to understand why the research is being done and what it will involve. 
Please take time to read the answers to the following questions and discuss them with 
others if you wish. Feel free to ask any more questions and then decide whether or not 
you wish to take part.  
1. What is the title of the project? 
Undergraduates¶ Internet Literacies 
2. What is the purpose of the project? 
What is it that undergraduates know, or need to know, when using the Internet? 
3. Why have I been chosen? 
You took part in this research during the first year of your studies 
4. Do I have to take part? 
Taking part in this project is voluntary. If you do decide to take part this would be much 
appreciated. However, you can still withdraw at any time without any prejudice or 
repercussions. In addition, you will not be asked to give any reasons for your decision. 
5. What will happen to me if I take part? 
I will read out ten statements related to the focus groups and interviews conducted at 
the beginning of your studies, followed by a question related to your feelings now.  
6. What are the possible disadvantages and risks of taking part? 
Taking part in this interview will take some of your time (approximately 30 minutes). 
There are few, if any risks, and you can be assured that any contributions made will be 
kept confidential and made anonymous. You can also be reassured that taking part will 
not prejudice your academic grades. 
7. What are the possible benefits of taking part? 
In addition to being interesting and potential beneficial to your own studies, the 
research will increase understanding of an area that underpins much teaching in 
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university academic departments and in particular inform policy and curricular decision 
making within the XX. 
8. What happens if the research study stops earlier than expected? 
In the unlikely event that the research is prematurely terminated, you will be notified 
and that any interesting outcomes will be communicated. 
9. What if something goes wrong? 
If you feel uncomfortable about any aspect of the project, please feel free to raise the 
issue with me, or alternatively, XX. If you still feel unhappy, please contact the 
8QLYHUVLW\¶V5HJLVWUDUDQG6HFUHWDU\ All contact details are listed below. 
10. Will my taking part in this project be kept confidential? 
All the information collected during the course of the research will be kept strictly 
confidential. You will not be able to be identified in any interview notes, reports, 
summaries or publications.  
11. What will happen to the results of the research project? 
The results of the research will be published in my PhD thesis and hopefully form the 
basis of articles written for academic journals. As mentioned previously, all participants 
will be sent a summary of the research findings. There are no plans to use the data 
collected for any other purpose. Should this happen, your written consent will be 
obtained first. 
12. Who is organising and funding the research? 
The research is funded by the University of XX and my Senate Award 
13. Who has ethically reviewed the project? 
This project has been ethically approved via the XX¶V Ethics Review procedure. 
14. Contact for further information 
[Omitted] 
Finally, I would like to thank you for considering taking part in this research and look 
forward to meeting you. 
 
   
225 
4. Consent form 
 
Title of Project:  
$FDGHPLFV¶DQG6WXGHQWV¶3HUFHSWLRQVRIEHLQJµ,QWHUQHW/LWHUDWH¶ 
Name of Researcher: Peter Stordy 
Participant Identification Number for this project: 
                       Please tick 
box 
 
1. I confirm that I have read and understand the information sheet for the  
above project and have had the opportunity to ask questions. 
 
2. I understand that my participation is voluntary and that I am 
free to withdraw at any time without giving any reason. 
 
3. I understand that my responses will be made anonymous before analysis. 
I give permission for members of the research team to have access 
to these responses.   
 
4. I agree to take part in the above project. 
 
                                                                       
Name of Participant Date Signature 
 
                                                                        
Researcher Date Signature 
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5. Screenshot of NVivo being used to code the research 
conversations with academics 
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6. Screenshot of NVivo being used to code the research 
conversations with students 
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